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THE SOUL OF CAPITALISM 


I 
HERE is no such thing as capitalism, say the con- 


servatives, It is an empty sound, a curse in the 


name of a false god, directed by the revolutionaries against 


the world of things as they are, as they always have been 
and always shall be. Capitalism is a reality, say the 
radicals. It is the appropriate designation of the current 


system — a vulgar, hideous system, a brute mechanism 


set in motion by the energy of blind greed, a mechanism 
through which human values and human lives are thrust, 
to emerge smudged and flat and dead. The soul of capi- 


talism? Pernicious paradox! 


Capitalism is no less a reality than was feudalism. The 


capitalist employer is the most prominent figure in the 
modern state, just as the knight was the most prominent 


figure in the medieval. But the order of knights did not 
of itself constitute feudalism: equally characteristic was 


the class of serfs. In a fundamental sense the system con- 
sisted in the mutual relation between knight and serf. 
Capitalism, in like manner, implies a class of employers 


and a reciprocal and conditioning class of workers, but 


as a system it consists in the mutual relation of these 
classes. The conscious existence of the members of both 
classes is shaped, or at least colored, by the capitalistic 


relation. Not in the same way, however; for capitalism 
induces one set of reactions in the minds of the employing 
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class, and another set of reactions in the minds of the 
employed. But these diverse reactions are equally the 
product of capitalism, its inevitable concomitants, its 
psychical essence. 

Capitalism is, to be sure, not the whole of modern life; 
nor was feudalism the whole of the life of the Middle Ages. 
In the feudal state there were classes that were not, 
strictly speaking, under feudal law. Such were the clergy, 
the merchants and artisans of the towns, the freemen of 
the villages. Moreover, there were individuals who rose 
superior to the system, such as the great feudatories, who 
often assumed a regal freedom from the narrow feudal 
rules. There were also elements that proved incapable of 
assimilation, aliens, outlaws, mendicants. But the popular 
mind, with its inveterate bent towards order and uni- 
formity, generalized the relation beyond the range of its 
proper application. To the worldly bishop, even the 
Pope was a great feudatory; to the beggar’s apprentice, 
his master was a species of knight. So at the present time 
there are numerous elements that are incongruous with 
capitalism. The independent worker and the small mer- 
chant, the professional classes, the artists and the poli- 
ticians, are not properly governed by capitalistic rules. 
The great magnates of the industrial world have won for 
themselves a measure of immunity from the laws that 
govern the conduct of the typical capitalist-employer. 
But the predominance of the capitalistic system is evi- 
denced by the fact that all these non-assimilable forms 
are being translated into capitalistic terms. A farm is 
no longer a “holding,” it is an “investment” or a “‘job.” 
A political magnate is a “boss” and his supporters are 
“‘workers”’; the political machine itself is “invested capi- 
tal.” The buildings of church or school are, with increas- 
ing frequency, described as “plant.” We are beginning 
to hear of “‘efficiency control” of college curricula; of the 
“unit costs” of saving souls. Our most exalted dignitary 
is “‘the people’s hired man”; and the late King Humbert 
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of Italy was wont to speak of assassination as a “‘trade 
risk.” 

With due allowance for the whimsical quality of some 
of the instances cited above, we must yet admit that they 
indicate a general tendency to translate all current ex- 
perience into capitalistic terms. Such instances are but 
indications of the collective conviction that capitalism 
is the most significant fact in modern life. Why then 
do our conservatives insist upon rejecting the term, upon 
denying the very content of the concept? Chiefly because 
those who have depicted capitalism have sketched it in 
black crayon, instead of painting it in the rosy hues of 
romance. 

To speak of capitalism as endowed with a soul, is indeed 
a paradox. But the conception of soul is itself paradoxical. 
The man of science dispenses with it in so far as he can. 
All that compels us rationally to posit the existence of 
soul, is its works, good and evil. The hypothesis of a 
human soul has been forced upon us by the fact that there 
is in the action of man an element that transcends the 
needs and purposes of the body, an element that we often 
see growing into such commanding importance that it 
reduces the body to the rank of mere instrument. Capi- 
talism, too, appears to subserve purposes that transcend 
its proper ends. To what end, in profit-making, is the 
destruction of personality, the corruption of the sentiment 
of humanity, that the Socialists attribute to capitalism? 
To the Socialists themselves capitalism appears endowed 
with a soul, to whose purposes capital’s immediate proc- 
esses are merely instrumental. Only, the soul is one of 
unmixed evil. 


II 


Capitalism, like every other social system, implies a 
class that rules and a class that is controlled. The ruling 
class — pace those political theorists who refuse to know 
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that a ruling class exists — is composed of the capitalist 
employers. And how do the capitalist employers differ 
from any others of the masters that the world has known? 
Not merely in that they possess accumulations and pay 
wages in money. These are incidental facts. What is 
essential is that the capitalist employers, in so far as they 
are truly such, are controlled in all their active dealings 
by the principle of commercialization. 

And commercialization is a psychical phenomenon. 
It is the substitution, in economic conduct, of a process 
of calculation for a process of feeling and will. The antith- 
esis between the two processes has long been recognized 
by practical men, under the form of the contrast between 
“business” and “‘sentiment.” ‘That much maligned ab- 
straction of the economists, “the economic man,” is 
nothing but the capitalistic entrepreneur, reacting as he 
must to a competitive situation. What the orthodox 
economists failed to observe is that so-called “‘economic 
conduct” is class conduct. It is confined to the merchants 
and manufacturers of a competitive régime, whose daily 
life consists in the manipulation of exchange values. 
Employers who enjoy a monopoly, independent laborers, 
and even the typical wage earners of capitalism, may — 
indeed, must — permit their actions to be governed by 
other motives, as well as by that of profit. But the cap- 
italist employer in a competitive trade is quickly taught by 
bitter experience that it is not his function to judge and 
choose. His business is to calculate; and the less non- 
economic principles of action interfere with his decisions; 
the more certain he is of success. All elements essential 
to his business present themselves in the guise of exchange 
values. All magnitudes, thus, are commensurate: you 
compare one with the other and choose the greater. In- 
telligence is required for the ascertaining of relative mag- 
nitudes. But the calculation once made, action is deter- 
mined. Whether you are a man of strong will or weak 
will, of active feelings or passive, you do not hesitate 
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when, in effect, a dollar is offered you in exchange for fifty 
cents. 

It is cool intelligence, not dominant personality, that, 
under a purely capitalistic system, determines the distri- 
bution of the seats of power. The capitalist employers 
are our ruling class, but of all classes that have ever held 
power, they least resemble personal rulers. They calcu- 
late, but conditions beyond their control determine. And, 
to be most successful, they must divest their calculations 
of all elements that are irrelevant to profit making. If I 
am a capitalist employer, operating under conditions of 
keen competition, I buy no more readily from an honest 
man than from a rogue, provided the rogue can give good 
title to the things he sells. I hire men, Teutons or Slavs 
or Latins, white, black or yellow, with a sole view to their 
effectiveness for purposes of profit. I may have private 
opinions on religion or politics or morals; on the use of 
alcohol or opium or tobacco. But unless I can relate 
such manifestations of virtues or vices to the point of 
profit, I must suppress these opinions, in my active deal- 
ings with men. It follows, then, that in all that concerns 
the capitalist employer, in all that concerns his essential 
rulership, he is a respecter of the liberties of men. 

No one, it is true, is a capitalist employer, pure and 
simple. In his social life, every one is likely to retain some 
of his age-old prejudices, and to seek to enforce age-old 
oppressions. As a business man, no one would be so 
foolish as to refuse to sit in the same board of directors with 
any other capable business man, Hellene or BapBapos. 
In his club life, on the other hand, many a business man 
affects a patrician exclusiveness. The most Christian 
business man does not refuse to deal freely with atheists, 
but very likely he refuses to admit them to his house. As 
a mine operator I should employ negroes as skilled or 
unskilled laborers, as foremen or bosses, if such employ- 
ment were favorable to financial results. I might none 
the less, as a citizen, attempt to exclude them from public 
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office. In business hours, the exercise of personal, polit- 
ical or religious oppression is penalized by technical in- 
efficiency and pecuniary loss. Out of business hours, 
however, every man tends still to revert to the aboriginal 
state of manhood, narrow, illiberal, obstinate, oppressive. 
Capitalism, furthermore, is far from having attained 
complete dominance, even in business affairs. Personal 
whim, as a co-determinant of action, is not obsolete, but 
merely obsolescent. The president of a great manufac- 
turing corporation of the Middle West detests cigarettes, 
and has promulgated the rule that no men whose fingers 
are cigarette stained shall be added to his staff. Mr. Henry 
Ford intends to confine the benefits of employment in 
his mills to men who are “worthy,” that is, to men who 
conform to certain standards of conduct that are good in 
their employer’s eyes. There are employers who will not 
tolerate in their shops the presence of Socialists; others 
who have engaged in a crusade to exterminate “knockers.” 
In all such cases of essentially personal discrimination an 
attempt is made, however, to justify it on abstract grounds 
of efficiency. Cigarette smokers, loose livers, Socialists 
and “knockers” are poor workmen, assert these employers. 
The assertion, we all know, is far from being universally 
true. In so far as it is false, however, it is a gracious false- 
hood in the light of the spirit of capitalism. It is a con- 
cession to the principle that pecuniary considerations 
alone justify an invasion of personal liberty. 
Discrimination on personal grounds is, moreover, so 
exceptional as to count as amiable eccentricity. It is 
recognized as a handicap, which can be overcome only 
by striking superiority in other directions. Mr. Ford 
may watch over the private conduct of his employees, 
because he is able to pay much higher wages than any- 
one else. The manufacturing concern to which reference 
has been made may discriminate against able workmen 
with cigarette stained fingers, because it is efficiently 
organized, and enjoys a monopoly position. Such in- 
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stances are necessarily rare, and are interesting only as a 
contrast to the businesses controlled strictly by the spirit 
of capitalism. 

Personal oppression may still be exercised within busi- 
ness hours: but it represents an added cost, readily deter- 
mined by scientific management. The machinery for 
its suppression is in motion; it cannot forever survive. 
There is no equally effective machinery for the elimina- 
tion of the personal oppression that emerges out of busi- 
ness hours. In one’s business calculations, one regards a 
social prejudice, even if it is directed against oneself, as 
irrelevant to practical action, so long as it finds expression 
only beyond the realm of business. A persistent slanderer 
of alien races finds no difficulty in raising a loan from 
a foreign banker, provided that the security he offers is 
good. No element of revenge in the relations between 
Parisian banks and German customers has appeared since 
the Zabern incident. Indirectly, however, the social in- 
fluence of capitalistic toleration is very considerable. One 
who has an alien partner may continue to cherish the 
heroic myth of Anglo-Saxon superiority, but it will be 
through desire for consistency, not out of conviction. 
International financial forays upon weak nations, like 
the late Six Power loan, have the effect of weakening many 
a national prejudice. National, racial and religious prej- 
udices retain their pristine vitality only where capitalism 
has not yet reached a high state of development. It is 
in Russia and Rumania, economically backward states, 
not in England and America, the most capitalistic of all, 
that the policy of expelling heterogeneous elements flour- 
ishes. It is in the Old South, still in a precapitalistic stage, 
that the social gulf between the races is widest. It is on 
the Pacific Coast, whose whole volume of capitalistic 
industry could be overmatched by that of a city like 
Newark, that detestation of an alien race rises to the rank 
of a political issue. 
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III 


Toleration and its counterpart, personal liberty, these 
are the first constituents of the soul of capitalism. Capi- 
talistic toleration, it is true, originates in interest, and is 
limited by interest. If capitalism admonishes me to tol- 
erate atheism in my foreman, so long as it does not inter- 
fere with his efficiency, it equally admonishes me to extir- 
pate excessive piety in his person, if, for example, intervals 
of ecstatic contemplation divert his attention from my 
interests. Morally such toleration is vastly inferior to 
that which is founded upon a broad sentiment of humanity 
and a recognition of the presumption involved in the 
prescribing of rules to one’s fellow man. But ethical 
toleration can find lodgment only in the breasts of the 
chosen few. “Neither do I condemn thee.” Of all the 
miracles, is not this expression of toleration the greatest? 
Millions upon millions have repeated the sentiment de- 
voutly; but to how few has it become a rule of life! 

Capitalistic toleration, on the other hand, is a sentiment 
not too refined for the most vulgar souls. Indeed, its 
appeal is probably strongest to the very most vulgar; 
certainly, to the most selfish. A high-minded employer 
may seek to bring up his working-folk in the way they 
should go — that is, his own conception of the Way. It 
is the greedy materialist who says: ‘What do I care how 
my workmen eat and drink and play, what they read, 
how they vote, worship and marry? It’s all one to me, 
so they deliver the goods.” Ethical toleration selects for 
its votaries the few and the unselfish; capitalistic tolera- 
tion selects the many and the selfish. And it is for this 
reason that the liberty based upon capitalistic toleration 
is the broadest and most substantial of all. “City air 
makes fice,” says the proverb. Not because the city is 
the abode of choice souls, but because the city is capi- 
talistic. 

The struggle for religious liberty, it may be said, ante- 
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dates capitalism. This is not wholly true; the hot beds of 
religious liberalism in early modern times were the cities, 
already becoming capitalistic. ‘The Independents and 
Quakers of England, the Huguenots of France, the Cal- 
vinists of Holland, the Lutherans of Germany, represented 
a germinating capitalism. If the spirit of capitalism was 
not yet highly evolved, neither were the liberties sought 
broadly conceived. The Charter and their own valiant 
spirits won for the Puritans of Massachusetts Bay free- 
dom to worship God. But there was no freedom, in 
Massachusetts Bay, to go forth from the Puritan settle- 
ment and dance around a maypole. Precapitalistic free- 
dom meant only the removal of specific oppressions, 
sometimes grave, sometimes trivial, imposed by the con- 
stituted authorities. From the natural human disposition 
to interfere in one another’s affairs, to standardize hu- 
manity, to excise variations above and below the normal, 
there never was any freedom, except upon the lawless 
frontier, until capitalism appeared upon the earth. 

A class freedom! say the Socialists, and a hollow one! 
That the Socialists are permitted to go up and down upon 
the earth, teaching doctrines that they themselves pro- 
claim to be subversive of the interests of those whom they 
designate as the ruling class, is sufficient evidence that 
the freedom is not properly described as hollow. If Karl 
Marx had appeared in the days of Charles the Great to 
teach doctrines equally subversive of the existing order, 
he would have found short shrift indeed. That it is a 
class freedom is, however, true, in a sense. The capitalist 
employer, who deals with many men in the course of his 
business, must learn to tolerate many personal idiosyn- 
cracies, and must in turn be met with toleration by many. 
The forced repetition of acts of toleration tends to mold 
the temperament of the capitalist employers as a class, 
and to establish among them a large measure of personal 
freedom. This repetition is lacking in the experience of 
the worker. Dealing with one employer alone, or with 
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only a few employers in infrequent succession, the laborer 
is less likely to appreciate the significance of the toleration 
he enjoys, or to learn from the business process itself the 
need of toleration towards others. 

Nevertheless, under capitalism the laborer does un- 
doubtedly make gains in personal liberty which he could 
not have made under earlier systems. We know what the 
Spartans did with the Helots who varied above the type 
of servile manhood. They assassinated them. We know 
what the Romans did with slaves who thought too man- 
fully. They crucified them. In the long ages of serfdom 
in Western Europe, what was the natural fate of the serf 
who held his head too high? The commonplace facts of 
his torturings were seldom regarded worthy of mention in 
the Chronicles. Within the last century, however, men 
have been beaten to death in Europe for daring to main- 
tain their preferences in mating against the wishes of their 
lords. 


Class liberty? Does it mean nothing to the Republican 
mechanic in Birmingham, Alabama, that a Democratic 
employer would be universally regarded as a fool for con- 
cerning himself with the politics of his men? Does it 
mean nothing to the Roman Catholic workman that he 


may live for years in a Protestant community without 
once encountering discrimination against him on account 
of religion? Those who affirm that the liberty of capi- 
talism, even in its overflow to the working class, is hollow 


and meaningless, can never have permitted their study or 


their imagination to sound very thoroughly the depths of 
human injury and wretchedness. 

So much, however, must be granted: that the liberty 
afforded the worker by capitalism has its offsets. If the 


employer no longer regards himself as justified in ordering 


the private life of his workman, neither does he feel re- 
sponsible for protecting the workman against the distress 
accompanying sickness or superannuation, or even com- 
mercial disorder. The worker has paid for his freedom 
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with increased insecurity of his lot. But that the freedom 
has been bought too dear, would be hard to maintain. 
Let us suppose that a landowner organizes his possessions 
upon a feudal plan, and invites working families to come 
and serve him, yielding implicit obedience to him in a)) 
personal matters as well as in matters pertaining to the 
technique of production. In return for their ungrudging 
services, let him guarantee them a sufficiency of food, 
rough clothing, and rude housing, together with rights 
to maintenance in disability and old age. How many 
workers will make haste to attach themselves to him? 
Where workers have tasted of capitalistic freedom, it is 
safe to say that none would accept the offered privileges. 


IV 


If capitalism had offered the working class nothing but 


the crumbs of middle class liberty, the diatribes of the 


revolutionaries would be not without justification. For 
admittedly, liberty has been gained in far greater measure 
by the capitalist employer than by the workman. But 
capitalism has done vastly more for labor than this. It 


has given rise to that most interesting and important of 


all modern social phenomena, the solidarity of labor. 
As an active, working concept, the fraternity of labor is 
just as certainly a product of capitalism as is social tolera- 


tion. The latter is the soul of capitalism, as it manifests 


itself in the class of employers, the former, as it manifests 


itself in the class of employees. 
To this statement a Socialist will at once take excep- 
tion. The sentiment of brotherhood, the Socialists claim, 


originates in the common experiences of poverty and 
hard labor. But the men at the passages of the Jordan 


who slew one another over the pronunciation of Shibboleth 
were doubtless manual workers, and were certainly poor. 
The merciless strife between Saxon and Celt in England 


was primarily between men who were all poor and workers, 
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The participants in the Sicilian vendettas, in the Scottish 
clan struggles, in the Kentucky feuds, might well be 
honored with the title proletariat, by virtue of poverty 
and laboriousness of life. Fraternity is too luxurious a 
plant to bloom upon a barren soil of universal labor and 
poverty. Every one who reads the documents of middle 
nineteenth century America is aware of the uncompromis- 
ing hostility of the American workingman toward the 
distressed Irish seeking an escape from famine. Later, 
there is abundant evidence of working class contempt and 
hostility directed toward the immigrating workmen from 
Germany and Scandinavia. Twenty years ago it was 
the Dago that experienced the inhospitality of the work- 
ingmen toward their alien brothers; today it is the Wapp 
— the collectivity of unfortunates of uncouth ways and 
unimaginable speech that seek refuge here from the pov- 
erty and oppression of southeastern Europe. No middle 
class worshipper of a family tree rooted in the old colonies 
can hold the Wapp in more profound detestation than 
do many of our recent arrivals. ‘‘Zese tam fools [the 
Wapps], zey ruins zis tam counthry.” 

It is the attitude of the unions, we are told, that in the 
North represents the chief obstacle to the progress of the 
negro away from the menial services and the unskilled 
employments. It was the working class that forced, first 
Chinese, and later Japanese exclusion. It is working 
class politics that demands a white Australia, and vexes 
the British Empire over the question of emigration from 
India. ‘“‘Workingmen are brothers,” say the Socialists. 
Not by birth and native instincts. Not by virtue of com- 
munity in labor and poverty. If there is such a thing as a 
fraternity of labor, it is begotten of capitalism. 

An active sentiment of brotherhood, does, unquestion- 
ably, spring up under capitalism. Differences of race 
and religion dwindled to insignificance among the coal 
miners in the great strike of 1904. The Lawrence and 
Paterson strikes, and the strike in the copper country, 
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have offered abundant evidence of the growing strength 
of the feeling of working class solidarity. It would be 
difficult to cite a single recent strike in which men and 
women of traditionally hostile races and creeds have not 
cooperated with the utmost harmony and good will. 

No one will deny that the more conscious the workers 
are of the pressure of capitalism, the more rapidly does 
the feeling of solidarity develop. This is the moral gain 
that is afforded by labor disputes. It is a gain which is 
not to be had without its cost, in the disorganization of 
industry, the impoverishment of multitudes of working 
families, the destruction of life and property, and the 
loosing upon society of evil passions. Is the gain worth 
its cost? In the opinion of many observers of our social 
movement, the cost is tremendous, but few of these ob- 
servers attempt to strike a balance between cost and 
gain. This is because they have failed to recognize work- 
ing class solidarity as a significant step in moral progress. 

The development of solidarity among American work- 
ingmen is proceeding rapidly; in other countries its prog- 
ress is not less manifest. This is true despite the fact 
that the problem of creating harmony between hostile 
races and religions is more serious where uninterrupted 
continuity on the same soil renders easy the survival of 
ancient prejudices. ‘The hostility between Czech and 
German, between Magyar and Slav, is mitigated when 
the representatives of these warring races work side by 
side in the same factory, oppressed by the same factory 
regulations, impoverished by the same crises. Evidence 
is accumulating, to prove that the internationalism of 
labor is becoming a reality. It may not be true that 
French workingmen are already so utterly averse to the 
idea of shooting down their German brethren as the 
Socialistic literature and the spokesmen of Socialist and 
Labor parties would have us believe. But there is very 
much more than a fervent hope in working class anti- 
militarism. If French and German workmen might at 
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present fail to refuse to kill one another in war, the time 
is perhaps not far distant when the outcome of an inter- 
national war may be rendered problematical through the 
extension of working class solidarity. 

For the working class, solidarity is producing results 
quite analogous to those produced in the class of capi- 
talistic employers by the pursuit of profit. Solidarity is 
unthinkable without a measure of toleration. The Amer- 
ican trade unionist learns to tolerate the alien origin, the 
broken speech and uncouth manner, the strange religion, 
and the unexpected outlook upon life, of the foreign work- 
man who must either become a brother unionist and 
faithful ally, or a scab and an enemy. And out of this 
toleration is created a sphere of personal freedom from 
social encroachment such as no workman of an earlier 
epoch ever enjoyed. Fraternity and liberty, these are 
the positive acquisitions won by labor out of the very op- 
pression of capitalism. Of the revolutionary trinity only 
equality remains beyond the visible horizon. And even 
equality may be brought nearer, if not realized, through 
the further perfecting of working class liberty and frater- 
nity. 


V 


Capitalism is material, gross, ugly. Yes, but it has a 
soul — toleration, liberty, fraternity, And this, like most 
souls, is not so much in being as in becoming. It is only 
in the most highly capitalistic centers that even business 
has partly freed itself from elements of personal oppres- 
sion. There is no state nor city in which the fraternity of 
labor is more than an emerging fact. Under capitalism, 
workingmen are brothers, but there is still a vast deal of 
the Cain and Abel in their feelings toward one another. 
Remove the pressure of capitalism at this instant, and 
the lessons of fraternity would quickly be forgotten. 
Relax the profit motive, and mankind would again stand 
forth in its pristine narrowness and bigotry and cruelty. 
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Conceive for a moment that the United States were now 
under Socialistic management. With what spirit should 
we greet the oppressed of other lands, fleeing to us for 
refuge? We should probably judge of the problem in 
terms of dividend and divisor: so much food, so many 
mouths; let not the number of mouths be increased. To 
be sure, there is an economic fallacy lurking in this syllo- 
gism; but when has an economic fallacy ever been crushed 
except by weight of a brute class interest? Our working- 
men are brothers of those of England and France and 
Germany, under the pressure of cosmopolitan capitalism. 
But the natural attitude of a group of Socialistic nations 
toward one another will be a coveting of one another’s 
rich mines and fertile provinces. At least such will be 
the natural attitude until fraternity, imposed by capi- 
talism, has descended from men’s lips and entered into 
their blood. 

There is a wise saying in Karl Marx’s Critique of Polit- 
tcal Economy (Preface): ‘‘No social order ever disappears 
before all the productive forces for which there is room 
in it have been developed; and new higher relations of 
production never appear before the material conditions 
of their existence have matured in the womb of the old 
society.”” What Marx said of the material embodiment of 
capitalism, we can apply to its soul. Capitalism is grow- 
ing toward liberty and fraternity. But the immense 
distance we must traverse before this goal can be attained 
is evidence of the vitality that remains in the system. 
Were capitalism to be abolished today, the hard-won 
gains of the last two centuries would vanish. But by this 
very fact it is proved that capitalism cannot be abolished 
today. 


VI 


In its present stage of development capitalism, every 
one admits, is ugly. Haste and vandalism have charac- 
terized the work of constructing it. It is like the wall of 
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Athens, rough stone upon hewn memorial tablets to the 
dead, upon the trunks and limbs of statues of gods and 
men and beasts. The feast of Our Lady of Carmel was 
beautiful in Palermo; transplanted to New York, it is 
grotesque. There was dignity in the demeanor of the 
Lithuanian on his native soil: in the anthracite towns, the 
Lithuanian is a mortar-disfigured torso, thrown heedlessly 
into the courses of a rubble wall. All the mixing up of 
peoples, of customs, of ideals, that an incipient capitalism 
implies, produces a conglomerate that is inevitably ugly. 

And quite apart from the ugliness of discordant com- 
binations, there is an ugliness originating in the very 
virtues of capitalism. As we have seen, it is the tendency 
of capitalism to leave human nature free in all that tran- 
scends the narrow limits of the process of profit making. 
And this would be well if, as the optimists assure us, 
human nature were uniformly beautiful. Those of us, 
however, who are not committed to dogmatic optimism 
know that if some part of human nature is most beautiful 
when unrestrained and unadorned, another part is most 
seemly when well laced with stays of custom, well draped 
in garments of convention. At any rate, in the initial 
phase of the capitalistic liberation of human nature, 
which we are now experiencing, it is an open question 
whether our eyes are not more frequently offended than 
regaled. 

It is in the field of material objects, however, that the 
contrasts between present capitalism and the earlier order 
are most clearly visible. Time was when the man who 
built a house granted to the whole community a voice in 
determining its design. And the community permitted 
variation from type, but only a moderate, well regulated 
variation. Thus were the walled cities of the Middle Ages 
governed by a harmony of construction, which gave to 
each dwelling, at the very least, a beauty of use and wont. 
Today in America the builder is free. If he chooses to 
dwell in a Greek temple or a Gothic chapel or a Chinese 
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pagoda, there is no one to dissuade him. No one, except 
perhaps an architect whose plans have been rejected or a 
good citizen at large, ex-officio adviser of an unheeding 
world. 

In the economic field human conduct is narrowly ruled 
and restricted by capitalism; but in the non-economic field 
—the greater and more significant part of life — the 
good and the evil, the beautiful and the ugly, are set free 
by capitalism, to struggle for existence. Capitalism offers 
no direct pecuniary rewards for virtue and beauty. Nor, 
however, does it impose any penalties upon them. Did 
any earlier order of society impose such penalties? To be 
sure. Let us recall the contempt for the arts on the part 
of militaristic Rome, the pride in illiteracy of the glittering 
medieval knight. Capitalism does not require a mer- 
chant or a banker to become a connoisseur of art. Nor 
does it require him to apologize for any such variation 
from typical instincts. 

If good and evil must thus strive in a fair field, neither 
rewarded nor penalized economically, what will be the out- 
come? The evil will prevail, say those who — strangely 
enough — describe themselves as idealists. Most of us 
refuse to engage in prophecies. But so much is clear: the 
good and the beautiful that may prevail under a thorough- 
going capitalism must be better and more beautiful than 
the values of old time. Capitalistic freedom demands 
that there must be greater variety and wealth of beauty 
than an earlier order required; capitalistic fraternity 
demands that charity and toleration must extend beyond 
the bounds of class and race. Unless the art and the prac- 
tical ethics of perfected capitalism represent an advance 
in universality, they will be thrust aside as meaningless 
and worthless. 

It is, to be sure, more difficult to establish fixed values 
upon a broad basis of human life than upon a narrow one. 
More difficult were the problems that confronted Eurip- 
ides the Pan-Hellene, than Sophocles the Athenian. 
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There is a contrast in technical perfection, between the 
work of Balzac the Frenchman, and Daudet the adoptive 
Parisian; between that of Kipling the imperialist, and 
Bridges the Englander; between that of Ibsen the cos- 
mopolitan, and Bjérnson the Norwegian. But in all 
these instances the loss in classical perfection is vastly 
overbalanced by the gain in human worth. There were 
poets and dramatists in Scandinavia before the days of 
Holberg. They had an elaborate canon, all the rules of 
which were violated by Holberg’s iconoclastic cosmopoli- 
tanism. What has become of the works of Holberg’s 
predecessors? No one can read them. But Holberg 
was never so widely read and honored as today. 

A broader and more liberal humanity than the world 
has known before — such, after all, is the evolving soul 
of capitalism. This does not indicate, however, that 
capitalism will last forever, or deserves immortality. 
There comes a time when the most responsive body be- 
comes a clog upon the soul, and should accordingly be 
buried. The body of capitalism is none too responsive; 
therefore we may be certain that it must, in the end, be 
discarded. What the succeeding order will be, no man 
can forecast. But it will not be one of unbridled indi- 
vidualism; for a spirit of fraternity, transcending that 
imposed by capitalism, will carry the principle of codpera- 
tion to lengths beyond present dreams. And it will not 
be Socialism; for the spirit of toleration and freedom, now 
only germinating, will have attained to its full efflores- 
cence in institutions that guarantee a range of personal 
development not compatible with the well-regimented 
scheme of a Socialistic state. Capitalism will disappear; 
but can we doubt that it will be honored in history as a 
most significant stage in the progress of the human soul 
towards liberty? 





A SOCIOLOGICAL NIGHTMARE 


Ta papa yap trav’ éotiv Adpodirn Bporois. 
Eur. Troad. 989. 


HE wise Hecuba accused the frail Helen of throwing 
upon Aphrodite blame which really belonged to 
no one but Helen herself. Can it be that, now the whole 
world has turned sociologist, many of us are guilty of 
throwing upon poor society blame that ought solely to 
attach to us as would-be students of society? When 
emancipated spirits give utterance to their views with 
regard to the iniquities of the man-ruled world of the 
past, and describe the ideal eugenic world of the future, 
in which woman is to be man’s superior, and the family a 
new thing under heaven, one wonders how far the nature 
of the views and the character of the vision are deter- 
mined by the deficiencies, and how far by the exceptional 
endowments, mental and moral, of the critic and prophet. 
When economists cross their scientific hearts, and assure 
us on their honor as impartial students that, however 
much they may regret to announce its speedy demise, 
the monogamous family is a doomed institution, one is 
tempted to ask whether a few shrivelling leaves of a brief 
season would be reliable authorities with regard to the 
condition of a large tree at its roots. ‘To anyone who in- 
quires whether a metaphor or an analogy is an argument, 
we will say that we have known political economists who 
spoke of themselves and their work in terms indistinguish- 
able from those employed by students of the so-called 
physical sciences. 

We are free to confess that these perhaps inconsequen- 
tial remarks proceed from a middle aged person who is 
not a sociologist, or an economist, or even an adept in the 
New History. That we make any remarks at all is due 
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to the fact that, as our title perhaps indicates, a little too 
much sociological diet has induced in us a condition 
analogous to nightmare. When a small boy of our ac- 
quaintance, in a family not yet extinct, is afflicted with 
this disorder, he invariably screams out lustily and runs 
to his mother. Following his example as nearly as man- 
ners and circumstances permit, we vent our feelings in 
THe Unpoputar REvIEw. 

“But who forces you, in this free country, to feed upon 
sociological diet?” This hypothetical question from 
a hypothetical reader admits of an easy reply. It is 
impossible to earn one’s living pent up in a barricaded 
study, reading Greek; and outside of such a fastness, how 
can one escape the amateur sociologist? He intrudes 
himself into your most select circle at your club. He, or 
she, sends you through the mail notices of “thon’s” books 
and lectures. He preaches at you if you go to church, 
and you make him an excuse for staying away. He as- 
sails your ears at college commencements. He makes the 
Congressional Record duller. He solicits your vote for 
this and that candidate, on the ground that they are 
advocates of a new freedom, or exponents of a progressive 
social and political movement, or, at the very least, stanch 
friends of the people. He writes editorials and letters 
in your morning and evening newspapers, and articles 
in your favorite magazine. He punishes you for your 
weakness in attending a public dinner. He —or rather 
she — airs his —or rather her — most advanced ideas when 
you are just beginning to sip your afternoon cup of tea, 
and you are fortunate if, in your disgust, you do not play 
havoc with the china of your hostess. Avoid sociological 


diet in the year of our Lord one thousand, nine hundred 
and fourteen? It was far easier to avoid the Plague in 
the year sixteen hundred and sixty-five. 


We admit frankly that the amateur sociologist is not 


the only person our weak nerves dread. We avoid a 
Pragmatist and a New Realist almost as assiduously, and 
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with but slightly more success. Latter-day novelists, 
poets, statesmen, and educators, “uplift-men” in gen- 
eral, and advocates of scientific efficiency in particular, 
preachers of social service who blandly assume both that 
society wants their services and that they have services 
to render, when what is chiefly apparent is their own need 
of education— these and other sons of thunder too 
numerous to mention have given us many a bad quarter 
of an hour. But it is the amateur sociologist alone who is 
able to give us a nightmare. 

We confess that such was not always the case. We 
entered one of the first classes ever taught in this country 
in what was then called the Science of Society. We lis- 
tened with amused interest, possibly with profit, to the 
remarks, interspersed with puns, which the erudite pro- 
fessor allowed himself to make on the subject of marriage 
as an institution. Later we read ponderous books on this 
topic and kindred ones, and we even plumed ourselves 
upon our advocacy of woman suffrage and our practical in- 
terest in organized philanthropy. Political economy and 
history were not neglected by us, and so we rounded out 
the last century cherishing the delusion that we were 
somewhat progressive. Alas, we were primitive enough 
to spell it with a small “p.” And now, but a few short 
years later, we are wailing in or about a Sociological 
Nightmare! Is it that, in the natura) course of things, 
we have merely become conservative, have been caught 
up with, and passed, by a more radical generation, and 
are taking out on them, regardless of justice and of shift- 
ing metaphors, a spite caused by our own weakness of 


mental digestion? 


Perhaps so, perhaps not. Thus far we have not flung 
even the tiniest of stones at the important study known 


as Sociology, nor have we meant to hit any of its serious 


students. The banner under which we enlisted as the 


humblest of privates, we still salute, and as the army of 
workers marches on, we, droppers-out yet loyal, raise our 
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feeble cheer. But behold! we are caught in a frantic mob 
of camp-followers, and we struggle in vain to extricate 
ourselves. And what a mob it is! Men and women who 
call themselves “Progressives” without being able to 
read a pedometer; anarchists who, with less sense than 
bulls, mistake a red flag for a new Gospel; propagandists 
of peace who have no respect for rest; advocates of nos- 
trums who actually resent being called quacks; women 
who rejoice in being “hikers;” philanthropists who are 
doing their foolish best to make the under dog a mad one; 
lecturers who convert their lungs into cash; fashionable 
women who open their drawing-rooms to cranks, and their 
heads to whims; — but why attempt an impossible de- 
scription? It seems better to fall back upon Matthew 
Arnold’s more decorous expression of his feelings, in 
Bacchanalia; or, the New Age: — 


Thundering and bursting 
In torrents, and waves, 
Carolling and shouting, 
Over tombs, amid graves, 
See! on the cumbered plain 
Clearing a stage, 
Scattering the past about, 
Comes the new age. 

Bards make new poems, 
Thinkers new schools, 
Statesmen new systems, 
Critics new rules. 

All things begin again; 
Life is their prize; 

Earth with their deeds they fill, 
Fill with their cries. 


Have we, then, got at the root of the matter? Tired 
out with “strenuosity,” fatigued with American “prog- 
ress,” dinned with lectures, conferences, civic forums, 
and all the other modes of vociferous self-expression dear 
to this Age of Talk, are we, like the poet, the poet who, be 
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it remembered, wrote of Sophocles that he “saw life 
steadily, and saw it whole,” are we really longing for an 
impossible golden reign of universal silence, and, in de- 
spair of obtaining it, railing at what happens for the mo- 
ment to be the most noisy object within our dyspeptic 
range of hearing — the amateur sociologist? 

We are not sure that this is not the case, but why should 
we undertake to analyze our own feelings? The main 
point is that we feel them; the next point, almost as im- 
portant to ourselves, is that we want to express them. 
And who that is past fifty is not warranted in indulging 
in mild objurgations when it is possible to overhear at a 
dinner party, as the dominant note of an eager conversa- 
tion between a lady and a gentleman, that latest intruder 
into the limited vocabulary of fashionable life, the ugly 
word “prostitute”! No one placed in so astounding a 
situation would stop to reflect that, if he had overheard 
such a conversation — save the mark! — two centuries 
ago, the dominant word would have been, most assuredly, 
both shorter and uglier. Not for us at least such cold 
philological comfort in the presence of our arch-enemy, 
the amateur sociologist. Here we have caught him in the 
innermost recess of civilization, caught him at our very 
dinner table — a more loathsome and dangerous foe than 
the Satan-Toad squat at the ear of sleeping Eve! 


For where in all Creation’s round 
Can now a sleeping Eve be found? 


They are all awake — God bless them and save them! — 
awake and listening to the amateur sociologist, or else 
to the sociological dramatist, which is every whit as bad, 
or worse. They are awake and forming drama-leagues, 
attending lectures for political education, giving suffrage 
teas and balls, flocking to conventions, marching under 
banners and “hiking” in squads, grabbing at slippery 
presidents, writing their pretty fingers off, converting the 
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tenets of the New Morality into lullabies, in short, fol- 
lowing a modern Pied Piper — into what? 

We are brought up with a shock before the blank wall 
of our own question, and we are out of our nightmare. 
This world, even if in this particular year of grace it does 
seem to be overstocked with sociologists, is a pleasanter 
place to inhabit than a Hades tenanted by gibbering 
ghosts. It is possible to advocate equal franchise and to 
help along other causes in which one may believe without 
mistaking one’s heels for one’s head, difficult though this 
may be in these dancing days. We suspect that a suffrage 
ball in New York is in many ways a less objectionable 
affair than a London masquerade of the early eighteenth 
century given under the direction of the long forgotten 
John James Heidegger. It is fairly certain that in the 
same city at the same period “Orator Henley” was as 
convinced of his own omniscience as any sociologist or 
political economist who discusses the future of the family 
or white slavery before a woman’s club. Every age must 
cherish its pet variation of the standing illusion of the 
race — that for our day and generation we are wiser than 
our ancestors were for theirs. Who would not run after a 
good thing, and what better things are there to run after 
than schemes for human regeneration, even if we fre- 
quently find that our rainbow has not led us to a pot of 
gold? Have we not been assured on good authority that 
out of the clash of opinions truth emerges? Is it not the 
prime article of our democratic creed that the vox populi 
is the vox det, and, even if the vox populi speaks with an 
unmistakably sociological twang, is it not our duty, at 
the risk of being labelled “undesirable citizens,” to imag- 
ine, nay, to believe and aver, that we are listening to the 
dulcet harmonies of heaven? What if that gruff old 
person, Dr. Samuel Johnson, would, were he alive, assert 
in his most stentorian tones that our strenuous demo- 
cratic optimism is the vulgarest and the shallowest phil- 
osophy ever permitted by a too indulgent Providence to 
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flourish under the sun! Is not the grumpy Doctor safely 
buried, and common sense along with him? 

But this is no way to shake off the effects of a nightmare. 
Let us conclude in an humbler, more supplicatory strain. 
Will not our gifted reformers, for a while at least, for- 
bear to announce that they have converted ethics into 
a science, and education into a highway to Paradise? 
Will not our politicians admit between their speeches, 
that people who question or censure their latest panaceas 
are, on the whole, exemplary and fairly intelligent citizens, 
who in no other respect than their momentary recalci- 
trancy seem to be fit candidates for a jail or an asylum? 
Will not exponents of New History, New Philosophy, 
and New Literature give a slightly larger portion of their 
time to reading what a not altogether benighted past man- 
aged to accomplish in those departments of human knowl- 
edge, speculation, and imaginative creation? Will not suf- 
fragists and anti-suffragists call a short truce for the pur- 
pose of admitting that, if a sense of humor and a spirit of 
tolerance are totally banished from our devoted country, 
the lot of future generations — if there are to be any — will 
be somewhat parlous? Finally, will not the ladies and 
gentlemen who are tearfully or gleefully forecasting the 
doom of the monogamous family, occasionally condescend 
to glance at Homer’s description of the parting of Hector 
from Andromache and Astyanax, or at one of Raphael’s 
Madonnas with the Christ-Child, with the intent of 
asking themselves whether in human evolution there are 
not other forces at work than those dubbed economic? 
Let but these good men and women consider without 
impatience their petitioner’s modest requests, and he will 
wish them Godspeed in their commendable if arduous 
and often thankless task of regenerating the human race. 





SOCIAL UNTRUTH AND THE SOCIAL 
UNREST 


HE Author’s object,” said Dickens in the original 
preface to Nicholas Nickleby, “in calling public 
attention to the system would be very imperfectly ful- 
filled, if he did not state now, in his own person, emphatic- 
ally and earnestly, that Mr. Squeers and his school are 
faint and feeble pictures of an existing reality, purposely 
subdued and kept down, lest they should be deemed im- 
possible.” In his preface to the later editions, he speaks 
of the race of Yorkshire schoolmasters in the past tense. 
“Though it has not yet finally disappeared,” he says, “‘it 
is dwindling daily. A long day’s work remains to be done 
about us in the way of education, Heaven knows; but 
great improvements and facilities towards the attainment 
of a good one have been furnished, of late years, to those 
who can afford to pay for it.” 

But if, in his pursuit of this object, Dickens had drawn 
an exaggerated picture of Dotheboys Hall — even if he 
had depicted as representative of a type that which was, 
in point of fact, merely an individual and abnormal in- 
stance of an evil which in general was far less extreme — 
the only objection to such a course would have been the 
general objection to any form of untruth; unless, indeed, 
we were to add that manifest misrepresentation of this 
kind is less likely than a truthful presentation of the case 
to be effective for its object. Dickens was driving with 
all his might and main at a monstrous blot on English 
civilization, a hideous inhumanity and cruelty, to which 
hundreds of English children were subjected by heartless 
parents or guardians, and by brutal, sordid, and igno- 
rant schoolmasters. And if in his zeal to wipe out that 
blot and to end that monstrous inhumanity he had over- 
stepped the bounds of legitimate portrayal, there are few 
who would not say that the offense was altogether pardon- 
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able. Yet he felt it necessary to assure the world that he 
had not done this; and in his preface he not only makes the 
general denial of such exaggeration quoted above, but 
points explicitly to the observations made by himself, and 
the records of courts of law, which form the basis of his 
exposure. 

When we say that even if Dickens had grossly exag- 
gerated the character of the Yorkshire schools there would 
have been no great harm in it, we have in mind two points 
of contrast between the task on which he was engaged and 
the spirit of his time, on the one hand, and the general 
objective of present-day reform movements and the spirit 
of our time, on the other. Upon the desirability of putting 
an end to Dotheboys Halls, if they were but one tenth as 
evil as they are represented to us in Nicholas Nickleby, 
there can be no difference of opinion among decent human 
beings. The question of degree may be of scientific or 
historical interest, it can have no practical bearing on the 
decision to be reached. An overstatement of the case 
may intensify our emotions, it can hardly mislead our 
judgment. To know that such a state of things exists is 
to desire its extinction; such a thing as the balancing of 
gain against loss, of immediate benefit against collateral 
or ulterior injury, does not enter into the question at all. 
Very different is the case with regard to most of the prob- 
lems that are enlisting the interest of those who to-day 
are striving for the betterment of social conditions. There 
is hardly one of these problems which does not have wide 
ramifications connecting it with the whole economic and 
social system. In hardly one of them is it possible to say: 
Here is a flagrant wrong whose existence no rightminded 
person can tolerate, whose immediate removal is a clear 
duty, about whose extinction we need not hesitate for a 
moment on the score of any evil which may accompany 
the good. And this complexity of the problems places 
the question of exaggeration, or misrepresentation, or 
false perspective, upon an essentially different footing. 





254 The Unpopular Review 


As soon as the question of cost — the question of what 
sacrifices, or what dangers, or what ulterior evil effects, 
may be involved — enters into the situation, the question 
of degree becomes of vital moment. To represent a given 
evil as a vast affliction when in reality it is confined within 
narrow bounds, to represent it as hideous, morally or 
materially, without just basis, is in these cases much more 
than a mere violation of the abstract requirements of 
truth. These issues turn fundamentally on the weighing 
of the good to be gained against the sacrifices or dangers 
which the proposal involves. And the reformer who, 
however excellent his purposes, grossly magnifies the evil 
deceives and misleads the public just as a merchant does 
who weighs with false scales, or a gambler who plays with 
loaded dice. 

So much for the nature of the specific questions at issue. 
But there is a contrast far more important still, which 
turns upon the spirit of the time. In our day no serious 
attack can be made upon any particular evil in any way 
connected with the existing economic order, without 
being regarded by great multitudes as part of a general 
indictment against that order. At the center of the 
socialist movement there is now, as there has been at any 
time in the past half-century, a body of convinced be- 
lievers in the inherent unfitness of the existing order to 
serve man’s material and moral needs, and in the feasi- 
bility of a new order which shall replace it to the infinite 
improvement and elevation of mankind. But the growth 
of socialistic and semi-socialistic sentiment which has 
been going on at so extraordinarily rapid a rate during the 
past decade, especially in this country, is due in only a 
relatively small measure to the making of doctrinal con- 
verts. The growth has been in the main, or at least pri- 
marily, not at the center, but on the fringe, of the socialist 
body. It has come about, above all, through that unpre- 
cedented stimulation of humanitarian interest and hu- 
manitarian endeavor in connection with the problems of 





Social Untruth and Social Unrest 255 


the poor which is in itself a just cause both for pride and 
satisfaction in our generation. Between this humani- 
tarian activity, directed toward various specific forms of 
social betterment, and that kind of discontent with the 
existing order which lies at the basis of socialism, there is 
at once a sharp contrast and an intimate connection. The 
socialist — at least the socialist as he has traditionally 
been — makes it the first tenet of his practical doctrine 
that social-betterment endeavors are not only vain, but 
mischievous. He holds that they tend to patch up a 
system which is hopelessly evil, and to reconcile to its 
continuance those who, if they were not thus deluded, 
would see that the only remedy lies in its extinction. In 
reality, however, the worker for social-betterment schemes, 
while helping to make the existing order sounder with one 
hand, is constantly giving powerful aid to the socialists 
with the other. For it is part of his task to concentrate 
public attention upon evils which would otherwise remain 
unnoticed in the background; and it is safe to say that in 
the impression made by these agitations upon multitudes 
of sensitive natures lies the chief source of that enormous 
recruiting of the forces making towards socialism which 
we have been witnessing. In so far as this result is the 
natural accompaniment of the unfolding of a truthful 
picture of society, it must be accepted as an inevitable 
fact. Even so, it might be deplored that a development 
so momentous should in so large a measure turn on the 
state of mind of persons unequipped with such mental 
qualities, and such intellectual training, as would fit them 
duly to weigh the defects against the virtues of the exist- 
ing order, and duly to consider the objections to the pro- 
posed remedy as well as its allurements. But, as the mat- 
ter stands, what is actually being furnished to these 
susceptible minds and hearts is in large measure a mass of 
distorted representations of the truth. The falsity of the 
picture is often a matter of direct exaggeration or mis- 
statement, oftener it is a matter of false perspective, 
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chiefly taking the form of making a part pass virtually for 
the whole. But however it is brought about, we have 
continually before us the spectacle of numbers of well- 
meaning persons, through careless exaggeration or distor- 
tion of the truth, misleading multitudes of young and 
ardent spirits into a readiness to throw overboard the 


fundamental institutions of society. 


Children of Strife. A Dramatic Story of Rich and 
Poor in New York. Such is the. title of a novel that is 
appearing in the Delineator, an old-established journal of 
large circulation, devoted primarily to fashions, house- 
keeping matters, and the like. It is very specially “‘fea- 
tured.” Its first chapter is ushered in with this notice, 
conspicuously printed in large type below the title: “‘Spe- 
cial Request: Great things may hinge upon this novel. 


Just how great will depend upon your reception of it. It 


is thrilling fiction but back of it is something else. Will 
you watch for that something, keeping each instalment 
by you for reference?”? Those who dutifully follow this 
last injunction will begin by keeping by them for reference 


a picture of the ways of business that is extremely in- 


teresting. Chapter I is entitled “The Corporation.” Its 
opening scene is in the private office of a flourishing capi- 
talist. Many little touches are given to heighten the stage 
effect, but the real point of interest concerns the giving out 


of a contract relating to the construction of a twenty-one 


story building. Griffiths, the capitalist, holds an im- 
promptu meeting of the construction company, the other 
directors being office dummies; the question to be de- 
cided is whether steel columns or cast-iron columns are 
to be used: 


“What's the difference in cost?” asked Mr. Griffiths, shortly, 
casting a cursory glance over the items. 

“Tf we use the iron we’ll save about eighteen thousand dol- 
lars,” the secretary replied, ““‘but the architect says we’ll be 
taking a risk.” 





— 
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“How much of a risk?” Mr. Griffiths retorted quickly. 
“Doesn’t Littleton think the building will stand up?” 

“He thinks so,” Williams rejoined deprecatingly. ‘There 
are houses on both sides. He thinks it'll stand up. It ought to.” 

“Well,” said Mr. Griffiths, pushing back his chair. “Nothing 
venture, nothing have. Eh, Williams?” 

Williams smiled a perfunctory smile in response to his em- 
ployer’s little jest. 

“Let’s get to work,” went on Mr. Griffiths. “Call the roll. 
All present — full board. (Note that.) We waive reading the 
minutes of the last meeting, and there are no reports. Mr. Flynt 
offers the following resolution: Resolved, That the secretary 
be and hereby is empowered to accept and ratify the contract 
heretofore drawn up with Peck & Simpson, for iron columns 
(By the way, Williams, White is the chief inspector for that 
district. You can handle him, eh?), and to execute the same on 
behalf of the Company. All in favor say ‘Aye;’ contrary 
minded, ‘No.’” The chair canvassed the vote and reported 
that a majority of votes were in favor of the resolution. It was 


so voted. “That’s all. Meeting adjourned. Good morning.” 


What happens in Chapter III will surprise nobody. Grif- 
fiths’ little daughter is with her father in his luxurious 
library, absorbed in a story-book, both of them enveloped 


in a delicious silence. But the silence is suddenly broken 
by a curious and startling sound: 


The sound had suggested a sliding, the collapse of some- 
thing; it was like the falling in of a gigantic house of cards. 
Fascinated, Ruth’s eyes sought her father’s face. It was trans- 


formed, livid; his hands clutched his chair — clutched it so 
convulsively that, plump though they were, the veins stood out 


on them in purple knots. 
“The building,” he whispered with bloodless lips. “It’s 
ne.” 
The sliding stopped momentarily; the very air seemed to stay 


still in an awful hush of expectation; then it caught up a new 


sound — a sound that far exceeded the sliding in horror; a sound 


to freeze the blood, even the warm, quick blood of a child; a 
sound big with every emotion ever evoked by the voice of any 
tenor who ever has sung — the inarticulate protest of men 
about to be smothered — the wail of human beings caught in a 


trap, like rats. 
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Now, it would of course be preposterous to regard a 
cheap melodramatic novel in a fashion magazine as a 


subject for serious criticism; and it would be equally 
absurd to make the policy of such a magazine, taken in 
itself, an occasion for solemn moralizing or rebuke. But 


in publishing this rubbish, the Delineator is a magazine 


of fashion in more senses than one; it is but following, 
according to its lights, a fashion current in much higher 
circles of ‘‘uplift”’ literature. That this grotesque pres- 
entation of the ways of business appears, and is given all 
possible prominence and emphasis, not in a journal de- 
voted to reform but in one which seeks its circulation 
among the women of the average ‘‘bourgeois”” home, is 
precisely what gives significance to a piece of fiction other- 
wise too insignificant to mention. Evidently the editor 
of this magazine imagines, rightly or wrongly, that the 
state of mind prevailing among his readers is such as to 
make a thing of this kind go. They have become so 


accustomed to a diet of sensationalism and exaggeration, 
he may well reason, that they will never stop to inquire 
whether the building of collapsible skyscrapers is a com- 
mon practice — whether indeed such a thing has ever hap- 
pened at all — or in any other way to question the truth 
of a portrait evidently designed to represent a large part 
of the capitalist class. To ask whether either writer or 
editor really believes the picture to be true— to hark 
back to Dickens’s solemn assurance of the truthfulness 
of his indictments against the evils he attacked — is the 
most that need be said on the subject, to anyone accus- 
tomed to sober or responsible thinking. But among the 
millions of defenceless people — young, half-educated, 
well-intentioned, untrained to serious thought — to whom 
such stuff is being fed every day, there is a vast number 
that are misled by it into a false view of the world, and 
into a state of mind that is most unwholesome and de- 
plorable. 

What is thus dealt out in popular fiction, what was for 
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a time to be seen filling the pages of nearly every popular 


magazine professedly as plain fact, is met with in a hun- 
dred forms in the daily newspapers — even those of a 
good type — and in the outgivings of many excellent per- 
sons, and many worthy associations, engaged in social- 


betterment work, A very few instances must suffice for 


illustration. 

“The outstanding infamy of certain of our modern 
industries is the linking to the belts of factories and mills 
of two million children.” This statement, and variants 


of it which pile up the agony now in one direction now 
in another, we find continually cropping up in the high 
places of social reform. The quotation is from an address 
made a year ago by William B. Patterson, secretary of 


the commission on social service of the Philadelphia Feder- 
ation of Churches. He was speaking before the first an- 
nual Progressive Conference of Pennsylvania, and pre- 


sumably his object was to show the dire need of the Pro- 


gressive movement for the remedy of a stupendous evil. 
But we turn to an article on child labor in the United 
States by Dr. Jacob S. Raisin, a Troy rabbi, printed very 


prominently in the Knickerbocker Press, for a more vivid 


realization of this gigantic horror. Here are some extracts 
from the article: 


Two million children are virtually enslaved in our cotton 
mills, coal mines and sweat-shops over the breadth and length 
of our country — two million little ones! 

At the same time that thousands of children in our city en- 
joyed their Christmas vacation and rejoiced over their newly 
acquired presents, two million children of the same tender age, 
of the same Caucasian race and citizens of the same prosperous 
land, were pining away in the dark subterranean caves of the 
coal mines in the east, in the dangerous cotton mills and tobacco 
factories of the south and the sweat-shops everywhere. 

Two million souls are annually sacrificed to commerce and to 
greed. Parents do not get sufficient to keep the souls and 
bodies of their little ones together. Mothers must leave their 
suckling babes to seek for their livelihood, and these infants, 
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in turn, if they survive until they are six, must begin the battle 
of life on their own account. 

The United States Census of 1910 gives the total num- 
ber of mine-workers under sixteen years of age in 1909 
as 8,151, of whom 3,117 were working below ground and 
5,034 above ground. The number of wage-earners under 
sixteen years of age in manufacturing industries is stated 
as 161,493; and it is shown that the percentage of workers 
under sixteen to the whole number of workers in these 
industries fell from 3.4 per cent. in 1899 to 2.9 per cent. 
in 1904 and 2.4 per cent. in 1909. Figures concerning 
sweat-shops are not given. 

What we have before us, therefore, is a gross overstate- 
ment, on the face of it; after making all possible allowance 
for false returns of age in the census, it is evident that, 
merely as a matter of the surface figures, the case is enor- 
mously exaggerated. But this is not all. The impression 
is always sought to be conveyed that these two millions 
are, in large part at least, Jittle children; whereas even of 
the (say) two hundred thousand workers under sixteen 
who are actually “linked to the belts of factories and 
mills,” and of the (say) four thousand who are laboring 
“fin the dark subterranean caves of the coal mines,” it is 
obvious that only a small fraction can be under fourteen. 
That there ought not to be a single one may be true 
enough; but unless we are to throw reason overboard alto- 
gether, we must make a distinction between a question 
concerning a few hundreds, or a few thousands, of little 
children, and one concerning two million. And these 
very agitators do recognize the distinction; else why make 
all this noise about the figures? Driven into a corner, 
they would doubtless fall back on the iniquity of having 
even a single child in all the land deprived of its birth- 
right of happiness; but in the meanwhile they work the 
two million for all it is worth. As for the violation of the 
Ninth Commandment, the true Progressive, whether 
Christian or Jew, presumably finds in the principles of the 





Social Untruth and Social Unrest 261 


New Morality ample exemption from any acute pangs of 
conscience on that score. 


In the early part of the year 1910, the Consumers’ 
League of New York obtained permission from the Amer- 
ican Magazine to reprint as a leaflet a little article of two 
pages which had appeared in the January number of that 
periodical under the title Some Dangers from High Prices. 
The article which the excellent persons who conduct 
the work of that League considered so important a 
document was devoted in the first place to a very precise 
account of what had happened in a certain restaurant 
with which the writer was familiar, and which was fre- 
quented in part by shop-girls; and secondly to the issuing 
of a most solemn and tragic warning as to what this coun- 
try was threatened with as a consequence of the situation 
which this happening indicated. This is the experience: 


Five and six years ago I used to go to a restaurant which fed 
about three hundred shop-girls a day. ... I used to write down 
what they could get for 15 cents. Here are three dishes each 
of which then cost 15 cents. Two eggs on toast, with bread; a 
nice little meat pie, hot and appetizing; chicken on toast with a 
rice border. The chicken was all dark meat, to be sure, but it 
was meat and the rice border was generous. In short, in that 
restaurant six years ago there was for 15 cents honest nourish- 
ment fitted to build up an honest constitution such as the trunk 
class of America ought to have. And in the long run those 
girls chose the nourishing food. Two years ago a change came. 
I noticed a habit of lunching off a potato salad. I soon saw the 
reason. The little meat pie had moved up to 25 cents, the 
chicken on toast to 30 cents. Potato salad, one of the girls told 
me, was the only “interesting” thing left for 15 cents. Going 
there last September I said to one of the waitresses: 

“What are these girls eating now?” 

“Ah,” she sighed, “it is dreadful! They ought not to pay 
more than 15 cents; so many of them just have griddle cakes, 
or sweets and coffee. They can have two cream cakes and 
coffee or an eclair and coffee for 15 cents.” 

Please notice the sliding scale of nourishment therein dis- 
played in six short years. From chicken on toast with a whole- 
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some rice border to potato salad and from potato salad to an 
eclair and coffee. One can fairly see the nourishment ooze out! 
It is only fair to add, however, that the manager told me that 
they were losing their shop-girls somewhat: they were going 
where there were no waitresses, where they served themselves 
at counters. There one could get real nourishment for 20 cents. 


Upon the basis of this interesting little story, and of the 
loose talk of “a dealer in milk” with whom she had con- 
versed, the writer finds that there is a “‘canker at the heart 
of our prosperity,” that “our great, prosperous country 
is at the parting of the ways.” ‘‘A little more,” she warns 
us, “‘and you will have the trunk class of America an under- 
fed class, being slowly but surely forced down in the social 
scale.” And so forth. 

Now it is nothing that such an article should have ap- 
peared in a popular magazine; nor is it perhaps a matter 
worth finding fault with that the managers of an im- 
portant humanitarian organization, which is in many 
ways doing excellent work, should have had so little crit- 
ical judgment as to regard as an exceptionally important 
contribution to public discussion what is so manifestly 
the mere expression of one person’s superficial observa- 
tions and impressions. What does give significance to the 
Consumers’ League’s performance is that it demonstrates 
an indifference to facts — a lack of the sense of responsi- 
bility for the essential veracity of anything to which one 
gives one’s name and which one actively disseminates 
among the public — that would be amazing were it not 
unfortunately so common. In half an hour, any officer of 
the Consumers’ League could have discovered that in 
New York “honest nourishment” of precisely the kind 
referred to in the American article was to be obtained for 
fifteen cents in any one of hundreds of clean, roomy, 
cheerful restaurants — not “‘ where they served themselves 
at counters,” but with good waiting by a fine type of 
waitresses. At the time the leaflet was issued, there had 
been no rise of prices at all in this class of restaurants in 
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New York; since then there has been a rise in some of 
them, affecting certain dishes; but in no case, I believe, 
has the rise been more than that from fifteen to twenty 
cents. The great rise in food prices has taken place in the 
four years since January, 1910; and yet to this day one 
can get, in any one of the scores of handsome popular 
restaurants scattered all over the business section of New 
York, a nourishing meat or egg luncheon, well served, for 
fifteen or twenty cents, according to choice. 

This may seem very homely matter, beneath the dig- 
nity of a quarterly Review. But the homeliness, or in- 
significance, is only on the surface. The thing I am con- 
cerned with is not the bread and meat I am talking about, 
but the state of mind of a class of men and women con- 
siderable in point of mere numbers and tremendously 
important in their influence on the political and social 
currents of the time. With a responsibility resting on 
them a thousandfold greater than any that belonged to 
reformers like Dickens —a thousandfold greater both 
because the problems they touch are incomparably more 
complex and because the consequences of their agitation 
spread out immeasurably beyond the particular problems 
they touch — with this responsibility for truthful repre- 
sentation upon them, how far are they from that realiza- 
tion of it which is so solemnly avowed by the author of 
Nicholas Nickleby! And in this matter of the luncheon, 
small as it may seem in itself, the moral obtrudes itself 
with peculiar distinctness. For here everything turns 
absolutely on degree. If the shop-girl can get to-day for 
twenty cents the luncheon she could formerly get for 
fifteen, the whole terror disappears; for five cents a day 
is thirty cents a week, and surely it is not out of the ques- 
tion that there has been a rise of wages sufficient to cover 
this difference. Yet these good people evidently think it 
no harm to give out a solemn warning of national de- 
generation and ruin, based on figures which a few minutes’ 
inquiry would have compelled them to reject, and on an 
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allegation of fact as to the actual fare of working girls 
which a half-day’s tour of the restaurants of New York 
would have shown to have no substantial basis. That 
the rise of prices has been hard on working people, that 
if it takes place without compensating rise of wages it 
must have serious consequences, is true enough; but be- 
tween this and the sort of thing we have been discussing 
there is precisely the difference that there is between 
reason and unreason, between responsibility and reck- 
lessness. 


To prove that exaggeration and distortion and mislead- 
ing presentation abound in the reform literatureof our time 
is not the purpose of this paper; even if fifty examples 
were adduced, it would prove nothing. What I am en- 
deavoring to do is to cite a very few illustrations, which 
I believe that intelligent readers will recognize as typical, 
and to bring out their significance as bearing on a wide- 
spread state of mind. In this regard, the next instance 
is peculiarly instructive. In the Atlantic Monthly for 
March, 1910, there is an article by E. A. Ross, entitled 
The Suppression of Important News. The Atlantic is 
not a “muckraking” magazine, and the writer is not 
a “muckraker;” he is a man of national note, and a pro- 
fessor in the Department of Economics in the University 
of Wisconsin. Much that he says about the shortcomings 
of newspapers is true; but the article gives a preposter- 
ously false impression of the conduct of the press of this 
country as a whole. However, I do not ask the readers 
ofthis REviEw to take my word for this; neither can I enter 
upon what would be the very considerable task of proving 
my assertion. I wish only to call attention to a single 
short paragraph in Prof. Ross’s article: 


The party system is a “sacred cow.”” When a county district 
court declared that the Initiative and Referendum amendment 
to the Oregon Constitution was invalid, the item was spread 
broadcast. But when later the Supreme Court of Oregon re- 
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versed that decision, the fact was too trivial to be put on the 
wires. 


Now, if this means anything, it means that it is the policy 
of the Associated Press, in regard to such a matter as the 
Initiative and Referendum system in Oregon, to endeavor 
to conceal from the American public the fact that the 
attempt to overthrow it in the courts of the State had 
failed. To characterize such a notion as silly would be 
to place it on far too high a plane. That a person of 
Prof. Ross’s training, and position in the country, should 
find it possible to believe such a thing is melancholy to 
think of; and, what is more to the purpose, it betrays a 
state of mind that is fraught with all manner of evil possi- 
bilities. For it is a state of mind in which probability, 
that indispensable guide of sane thinking, is dismissed 
from its place; in which whatever seems to point toward 
a preconceived thesis is accepted without scrutiny and 
carefully treasured up, and whatever points the other way 
gets scant attention; in which the sense of the true pro- 
portions of things is hopelessly lost. What the actual 
facts were about the transmission of that news from Ore- 
gon makes no difference; the failure “‘to put it on the 
wires,” which Professor Ross alleges, may possibly have 
taken place. But no intelligent human being waits to 
find out whether Beiliss actually did or did not murder 
a child in order to reject with scorn and contempt the idea 
that the blood of murdered Christian children forms part 
in the ritual of the Jewish Passover; we need no evidence 
on the subject — it is disposed of by its intrinsic absurdity. 
That Prof. Ross should have failed to see the intrinsic 
absurdity of such a notion of the newspaper press of the 
United States as is implied in the paragraph above quoted 
— that others who talk about the suppression of news 
should betray similar want of sane perception — is, to my 
mind, one of the most significant illustrations of the 
general phenomenon that I am discussing. 
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If these illustrations have served to bring out some of 
the chief aspects of the state of mind which underlies the 
exaggeration that disfigures the reform agitations of our 
time, the purpose for which they have been cited has been 
fulfilled. As evidence of the fact that such exaggeration 
is widely current they of course amount to nothing; nor, 
as I have already said, would the piling up of a large num- 
ber of examples have any probative force. There is a 
great deal of sober and responsible writing in reform 
quarters, and there is a great deal of the opposite kind. 
It would be idle to attempt to form any estimate of the 
ratio between the one kind and the other. But every 
reader must recognize that the type of thing which I have 
been discussing is abundant, and that it plays an impor- 
tant part in influencing the opinions of large bodies of well- 
meaning people. It may not be amiss, however, to make 
brief mention of a few more examples illustrating various 
phases of the phenomenon. 

In the report of the first of a series of lectures on sex 
hygiene recently given to fathers and mothers in the 
public school buildings of Chicago, we find the lecturer 
saying: ““The American mothers are unable to nurse their 
children for the necessary nine months. This is the cause 
of all the infant mortality we hear so much about.” And 
it is to the economic conditions of “‘the last fifty years” 
that this deplorable state of things is ascribed. Now 
persons who are conversant with mortality statistics, 
either at first hand or through the columns of the news- 
papers, know that while it is true that “we hear so much 
about” infant mortality, what we hear is not that it is 
increasing but that it is declining — declining in the City 
of New York especially, at a rate so steady and so rapid 
as would have been pronounced incredible a quarter of a 
century ago. But the mothers who were drinking in the 
lecturer’s words were led to believe that our modern so- 
ciety is responsible for an ever-increasing slaughter of the 
innocents. Nor is this an isolated case, either in regard to 
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the particular subject concerned, or to questions of social 
welfare generally. The mere fact that the evil of avoid- 
able infant mortality is dwelt upon in our time as never 
before was taken by this lecturer — and has been taken 
by others — as meaning that that evil is growing ever 
worse; whereas the real reason of its prominence is pre- 
cisely that it is now for the first time being hopefully and 
successfully attacked by comprehensive and systematic 
efforts. And this substitution of the assertion that an 
evil is growing worse for the mere fact that it exists, so far 
from being uncommon, is met with in connection with 
almost every branch of social-betterment agitation. 

One of the most striking manifestations of this was 
furnished by Alfred Russel Wallace in his book, Social 
Environment and Moral Progess, which appeared shortly 
before his death. ‘“‘It is not too much to say,” he de- 
clares, ‘“‘that our whole system of society is rotten from 
top to bottom, and the social environment as a whole, 
in relation to our possibilities and claims, is the worst 
that the world has ever seen.” In support of this assertion 
the book as a whole does nothing but present in eloquent 
language various deplorable features of our existing civili- 
zation; apparently the idea that in order to justify his con- 
clusion comparison with former states of the world is es- 
sential hardly crosses Mr. Wallace’s mind. That it did 
obtrude itself in a measure appears, however, from the 
devotion of one little chapter to the subject of “Indica- 


tions of Increasing Moral Degradation.” These indica- 
tions are three in number; and not only are they pitifully 
inadequate for the support of his statement, but his inter- 
pretation of the statistics cited, in regard to the matter 
to which he gives most ‘prominence, can be easily shown 


to be utterly superficial and inconclusive. The three 
matters to which the statistics relate are deaths from 
alcoholism, suicide, and deaths of infants soon after birth. 
The increase of deaths from alcoholism in the past half- 


century is given the leading place. This increase has 
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been, roughly, 25 per million inhabitants — from 40 per 


million annually to 65 per million annually; and it does 
not occur to Mr. Wallace that modern advances in medi- 
cine and sanitation may account for far more than 25 


drunkards per million inhabitants who in former times 


would have been carried off by all sorts of diseases but 
who now survive long enough to die of “alcoholism.” 
The temper of the man of science wholly fails to assert 
itself in the weighing of facts which his zeal as a reformer 
impels him to view in the light of a preconceived judg- 
ment. . 


Some recent phenomena in the field of public discussion 
in our country have shown on a large scale the kind of 


loose thinking in regard to facts which is at the bottom 
of the exaggerating spirit. When the McNamara dyna- 
mitings were revealed, a wave of excitement swept off 
their feet a large part of our whole humanitarian army. 
They had been so filled with the idea that we are living 
in a strange and awful time, that this series of crimes, 
committed in secret by members of a single trade union, 


was acclaimed as something new under the sun, a fearful 
sign and portent. The tremendous railroad riots and 


burnings of 1877; the anarchist troubles at Chicago, cul- 
minating in the Haymarket massacre; the widespread and 


ominous railroad labor struggle of 1894, which took on an 
aspect bordering upon civil war — all these things were 


forgotten, and it was solemnly asserted that we were con- 
fronted with a crisis quite without precedent or parallel, 
which demanded a new and radical examination of the 
very foundations of the social order. The swift spread 
over the country a year ago of the notion that starvation 
wages for women were, if not Phe sole, at least incom- 
parably the chief, cause of female vice and degradation, 
was a somewhat similar phenomenon. One that at first 
sight presents no resemblance to it, but which strikes me 
as a peculiarly interesting manifestation of the same thing, 
is to be found in the domain of ordinary politics. A lead- 
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ing feature of the Progressive crusade was the identifica- 
tion of the “reactionaries” — the business world and the 
conservative newspaper press — with bossism and the 


corruption of politics generally. Mr. Roosevelt continu- 


ally talked as though there were a cynical alliance be- 
tween all the leading New York newspapers on the one 
hand, and Murphy and Barnes and the whole system of 
political corruption on the other; and doubtless there were 


millions of good people who completely forgot not only 


that a large proportion of these papers had persistently 
fought for civil service reform and tariff reform and elec- 
tion reform, but that they were waging an uncompromis- 


ing war against the whole brood of bosses, whether Re- 
publican or Democratic, for many years during which 
Mr. Roosevelt was an excellent friend of Quay, got along 


very fairly with Platt, and did not find it in his heart even 
to lift a finger against the unspeakable Addicks. 


Now all these various forms of exaggeration, distortion 
and misrepresentation converge in our time upon one 
object, contribute toward one common effect. Whatever 


be the purpose held in view by any particular reformer or 
exhorter, however far from his desire it may be to foment 
dangerous unrest or to promote a revolutionary propa- 
ganda, every extravagant picture that he draws of the 
depravity or the wretchedness of our time inevitably does 
produce these effects, and that upon a large scale. There 
are a great number of people of all ages, and especially of 
young people, who, without having thought deeply upon 
the problems of society, feel about them very deeply in- 
deed. Many of them attest the sincerity of their interest 
by useful and noble work; the world has certainly never 
seen anything like so widespread a devotion of the energies 
of young men and women among the fortunate classes 
to the betterment of the lot of the unfortunate. A far 
greater number, without devoting themselves to such 
work, are stirred by the same emotions of sympathy and 
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good-will. Upon these minds and hearts the depiction of 
evils associated with the existing economic order produces 
more than a mere transient pang of distress or regret. 
What is wrong in the world they do not merely deplore; 
they wish to set it right. And if the wrong is so pervasive, 
the evil so deep-seated, the depravity so general, as these 
manifold presentments make it out, what more natural 
than that they should sum up the whole case in the con- 
viction that the existing order of society is a failure, and 
be ready to welcome almost any experiment that holds 
out the promise of something better? 

It is for this reason, above all others, that he who reck- 
lessly or thoughtlessly distorts or exaggerates the facts of 
our time assumes a grievous responsibility. Even in 
regard to each particular question, the element of degree 
may be of vital consequence: what measures ought to 
be taken, what objections ought to be weighed, what 
collateral consequences ought to be ignored, in regard to 
such a matter as the minimum wage, or unemployment 
insurance, or child labor, may depend essentially both 
upon the present extent of the evil and upon the influ- 
ences already acting upon it. But it is the larger question 
that is most deeply involved, the question whether the 
institutions and traditions which have been slowly built 
up by ages of human effort and trial and struggle are to 
be thrown aside as worthless. To the reformer bent upon 
his own specific purpose it may seem a venial offense to 
depict poverty as increasing, when it is really diminishing, 
so long as there is poverty; to represent the press of the 
country in general as deliberately suppressing ordinary 
news of public affairs, so long as there are some news- 
papers which suppress some kinds of news; to talk of two 
millions of children linked to the belts of factories and 
mills or pining underground in mines, so long as there is 
child labor; to speak of avoidable infant mortality as an 
evil peculiar to our time though the reverse is the truth, 
so long as there is infant mortality which is avoidable. 
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But between seeing these things as they are and seeing 
them as they are not, the difference is not trifling, but 
fundamental. For upon that difference turns the whole 
issue between conservative improvement and reckless 
innovation. The world is full of persons who are eager 
enough to prove all things, but who seem to forget the 
other half of the injunction. If we apply the probe care- 
lessly, if we report what we find untruthfully, how can we 
hope to hold fast that which is good? 





NATURAL ARISTOCRACY 


NE evening not long since, in a certain New York 
club of authors and scholars, the conversation 
turned, as it is so accustomed to turn, on the politics of 
the day; and we were astonished when one of the circle, 
a distinguished student of sociology well-known for his 
radical opinions, said with conviction and emphasis that 
we were talking of little things and that the one great 
question of the day was whether a democratic society 
could develop a natural aristocracy. By chance I had 
with me that night an excellent new book on The Political 
Philosophy of Burke, by Prof. John MacCunn, late of the 
University of Liverpool, and as we left the club I showed 
it to one of my fellow writers with a word of commenda- 
tion. ‘‘Ah,” he said, handing it back unopened, “ Burke! 
he’s dead, isn’t he?” Well, Burke, I dare say, is dead for 
us, as so many other great memories have perished, and 
Lord Morley (plain John Morley then, a fairly practical 
statesman) was indulging in the usual illusion of the 
biographer when, just twenty-five years ago, he closed 
his luminous volume with the prophecy that “the historic 
method, fitting in with certain dominant conceptions in 
the region of natural science, is bringing men round to a 
way of looking at society for which Burke’s maxims are 
exactly suited; and it seems probable that he will be more 
frequently and more seriously referred to within the next 
twenty years than he has been within the whole of the 
last eighty.” The historic method has an odd way of 
discrediting the authority of history, and certainly in the 
lustrum since Lord Morley’s predicted score of years 
the world of Lloyd George and Mr. Roosevelt has not 
been referring abundantly to Burke’s maxims. Yet, with 
the words of my radical sociological friend in my ears, 
272 
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I could not help reflecting on the coincidence that Pro- 
fessor MacCunn, a writer thoroughly imbued with modern 
ideas, should have led the whole of Burke’s political 
philosophy up to the same question of natural aristocracy. 
“For Burke’s feet,” he says, “‘were never on surer ground 
than when, as we have seen, he argued that a civil society, 
by the very conditions of social struggle and growth, 
must needs evolve ‘a natural aristocracy, without which 
there is no nation.’” And then, being sufficiently trained 
in the historic method, he proceeds to show how Burke 
entirely missed the real problem that faces society to-day 
in its effort to create such a leadership — as if human 
nature had first sprung into existence with the Reform 
Bill. 

Of the urgency of the problem a reflective man will 
scarcely doubt. The only thing, in fact, that might lead 
him to question its urgency is its hoary antiquity. Plato 
wrestled with it when he undertook to outline the ideal 
republic, and many of his pages on the range of govern- 
ment through its five forms — aristocracy, timocracy, 
oligarchy, democracy, and tyranny — sound as if he had 
been reading yesterday’s newspapers of London and New 
York. In the orgy of misrule that brought Athens to 
humiliation in the last years of the Peloponnesian war he 
had seen oligarchs and democrats tearing at each other’s 
throats like mad dogs; he had seen the disastrous triumph 
of the democratic party, and, knowing its instability, 
he had composed the long dialogue of The Republic to 
show how, if possible, it might be saved from impending 
tyranny. He wrote, so far as the public was concerned, 
in a spirit of despair, almost as if foreseeing the domina- 
tion of an Alexander and the cold despotism of Rome; 
and in that saddened scepticism he was thinking more of 
holding up the aristocratic principle of balance and re- 
straint before the happier individual soul, and establish- 
ing the idea of justice for any pious seeker of the future, 
than of creating an actual commonwealth. Yet, however 
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his application of the law of the individual to the ma- 
chinery of politics may appear at times fantastic, his argu- 
ment never really gets far from the everlasting questions 
of government. 

The oligarchy which he knew and described was what 
we should rather call a plutocracy. He had in mind a 
State in which, “instead of loving contention and honor 
[as under a timocracy], men become lovers of money and 
business, and they praise and admire the rich man and 
confer office upon him, but despise the poor man.” “And 
such a State,” he adds, “will necessarily be not one but 
two States, one of the poor, the other of the rich, who are 
living in the same place and always plotting against each 
other.” And when in such a society the disposers of wealth 
proceed from privilege to insolence and folly, and on their 
side the many have lost the sense of reverence and at the 
same time have become aware of the sheer power of num- 
bers, then the plutocratic State is converted to the true 
democracy, the unbridled sway of the majority. The 
change is like that which comes to a rich young man who, 
forgetting the discipline of necessity, passes into the liber- 
tinism of indulgence. He will hearken to no word of 
advice; and if anyone tells him there is a distinction 
among pleasures, that some are the satisfaction of gross 
and ignoble desires and others are the satisfaction of 
good and useful desires, he shakes his head in superiority, 
and swears that all pleasures are alike. So the oligarchical 
faction loses its power and position; and the democracy 
in its turn follows the same path, despising the constraint 
of authority and the guidance of experience, caught by 
the lure of indiscriminate pleasure. “The father comes 
down to the level of the son, being afraid of his children, 
and the son is on a level with his father, having no shame 
or fear of his parents. ... So the schoolmaster fears and 
flatters his scholars, and the scholars despise their masters 
and tutors; and, in general, young and old are alike, the 
young competing with the old in speech and action, and 








Natural Aristocracy 275 


the old men condescending to the young in their gay and 
easy manners, from dread of being thought morose and 
dictatorial.” 

Then arises the problem which confronted the State in 
Plato’s day, as it did in Burke’s, and which may not seem 
entirely irrelevant to the watcher of to-day: How shall 
the people be saved from themselves? How, indeed? To 
Plato, who beheld the future as in a vision, the actual 
historic answer was a gloomy picture of the change from 
license to tyranny. His account of the impending fall 
can never lose its fresh interest: — 


When a democracy which is thirsting for freedom has evil 
cup-bearers presiding over the feast, then, unless her rulers are 
very amenable and give a plentiful draft, she calls them to ac- 
count and punishes them, and says that they are cursed oli- 
garchs. And loyal citizens are insultingly termed by her slaves 
who hug their chains; she would have subjects who are like 
rulers, and rulers who are like subjects: these are the men whom 
she praises and honors both in private and public. 

By degrees the anarchy finds a way into private houses, and 
ends by getting among the animals and infecting them. Nor 
must I forget to tell of the liberty and equality of the two sexes 
in relation to each other. And I must add that no one who 
does not know would believe, how much greater is the liberty 
which the animals who are under the dominion of man have in 
a democracy than in any other State: for truly, the she-dogs, as 
the proverb says, are as good as their she-mistresses, and the 
horses and asses have a way of marching along with all the 
rights and dignities of freemen; and they will run at anybody 
who comes in their way if he does not leave the road clear for 
them: and all things are just ready to burst with liberty. 

The ruin of oligarchy is the ruin of democracy; the same 
desire magnified and intensified by liberty overmasters democ 
racy — the truth being that the excessive increase of anything 
often causes a reaction in the opposite direction; and this is 
the case not only in the seasons and in vegetable and animal 
life, but above all in forms of government. The excess of lib- 
erty, whether in States or individuals, seems only to pass into 
excess of slavery. And so tyranny naturally arises out of democ- 
racy, and the most aggravated form of tyranny and slavery 
out of the most extreme form of liberty. 
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Then come impeachments and judgments and trials of one 
another. The people have always some champion whom they 
set over them and nurse into greatness. This is he who begins 
to make a party against the rich. After a while he is driven out, 
but comes back, in spite of his enemies, a tyrant full grown. 
Then comes the famous request for a body-guard — “Let not 
the people’s friend,” as they say, “‘be lost to them.” (Jowett, 
condensed.) 


One escape from this fatal declension Plato saw — 
that, by the working of the inner law of self-restraint or 
by some divine interposition, the people should, before 
it was too late, be turned to hearken to their natural 
leaders, and the State should thus develop from anarchy 
into a true aristocracy. The question, then or at any time, 
is not whether there shall be leaders, but of what character 
these leaders shall be. There was the brawling tribe of 
demagogues and sycophants in the Athenian democracy, 
as there have been at other times of licentious upheaval. 
And the character of these men is always the same: they 
lead by flattery and by clamorous justification of the 
passing wave of desire. The aristocratic leaders whom 
Plato had in mind, and whom, for the confusion of pos- 
terity, he called philosophers, were of the very opposite 
sort, being men who should guide by imposing their 
authority and experience on the impulsive emotions of 
the multitude. They should be politicians who might 
dare the displeasure of the people, as Burke dared his 
constituents at Bristol: “The very attempt towards pleas- 
ing everybody discovers a temper always flashy, and 
often false and insincere. ... I am to look, indeed, to 
your opinions; but to such opinions as you and I must 
have five years hence.” They should be philosophers 
like John Stuart Mill, who, facing the electors of West- 
minster and being asked whether he had ever said the 
English workingmen were “generally liars,”’ replied sim- 
ply, “‘I did.”” Such were to be the aristocrats of Plato’s 
State, men of simple and rational desires, lords of their 











air 





Natural Aristocracy 277 


own souls, and so masters of others. Nor should they 
govern for their own smaller profit. For, as Socrates 
says, “it is not to the injury of the servant that we think 
he ought to be governed, but because it behooves each of 
us to be governed by the divine wisdom, having that 
power within us if possible, or, if that be impossible, then 
by an external authority, so that we may all, following 
the same guidance, be brought into likeness one to an- 
other and into good will.” 

There is something at once strange and familiar in this 
political discussion, now more than two thousand years 
old. To it Plato brought all his wisdom, sometimes not 
disdaining sophistry, trying to show by what kind of 
education and by what arts of persuasion and illusion a 
natural aristocracy could be imposed and maintained. It 
was pretty much the same problem that confronted Burke 
at the time of the French Revolution, inspiring his earlier 
writings on that event with incomparable eloquence, and 
stinging him in the end almost to a frenzy of despair. 
Burke did not come to the question with so clear an intui- 
tion as the Greek, and in some ways his Reflections, de- 
spite their modern dress, are more remote from us than is 
Plato’s Republic, because he dealt less with the universal 
aspects of human nature. And in so far as his practical 
reason was colored by the peculiar circumstances of his 
own day, it has lost in direct application to the needs of 
another age. But he is not dead, despite my literary 
friend; wisdom is of longer life than the generations of 
mankind, and there is scarcely another book of modern 
times so full of political wisdom as Burke’s Reflections. 

And we must note, in the first place, that to Burke, as to 
Plato, it never occurred to think that society, even under 
the most lawless anarchy, could exist without leaders. 
“Power,” he knew, “‘of some kind or other, will survive 
the shock in which manners and opinions perish.” He 


knew too, and declared, that in the end he who made 
himself master of the army would overbear all other in- 
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fluences; but meanwhile he beheld the State of France 
under the sway of demagogues who were preparing the 
people for a carnival of blood and cruelty, and all his elo- 
quence was exerted, and with extraordinary effect, to 


avert from his own country this plague of revolution. 


The philosophes, who had prepared the dogmas of popular 
flattery for the mouths of a Marat and a Robespierre, 
had intensified in Burke the natural British distrust of 


all application of abstract reasoning to government and 


the affairs of life; and he felt a profound aversion for 
those who would “lay down metaphysic propositions 
which infer universal consequences,” and would then 
“limit logic by despotism.” Being thus barred from 
belief in a true philosophy, by his experience of the false, 


yet having himself a mind that grasped at general prin- 
ciples, he turned to “‘the happy effect of following nature, 
which is wisdom without reflection, and above it.” In 


that “discipline of nature” he looked for the genuine 


guidance of society, and one of the memorable passages of 
his works is that in which he describes the character of 
those who, themselves under this control, should be for 
others “‘men of light and leading” : — 


A true natural aristocracy is not a separate interest in the 


State, or separable from it. It is an essential integrant part of 
any large body rightly constituted. It is formed out of a class 
of legitimate presumptions, which, taken as generalities, must be 
admitted for actual truths. To be bred in a place of estimation; 


to see nothing low and sordid from one’s infancy; to be taught 


to respect one’s self; to be habituated to the censorial inspection 
of the public eye; to look early to public opinion; to stand upon 
such elevated ground as to be enabled to take a large view of the 
widespread and infinitely diversified combinations of men and 


affairs in a large society; to have leisure to read, to reflect, to 
converse; to be enabled to draw the court and attention of the 
wise and learned wherever they are to be found; — to be habit- 


uated in armies to command and to obey; to be taught to de- 
spise danger in the pursuit of honor and duty; to be formed to 


the greatest degree of vigilance, foresight, and circumspection, 
in a state of things in which no fault is committed with im- 
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punity, and the slightest mistakes draw on the most ruinous 
consequences; — to be led to a guarded and regulated conduct, 
from a sense that you are considered as an instructor of your 
fellow-citizens in their highest concerns, and that you act as a 
reconciler between God and man; — to be employed as an ad- 
ministrator of law and justice, and to be thereby amongst the 
first benefactors to mankind; — to be a professor of high science, 


or of liberal and ingenuous art;—to be amongst rich traders, who 
from their success are presumed to have sharp and vigorous 


understandings, and to possess the virtues of diligence, order, 


constancy, and regularity, and to have cultivated an habitual 
regard to commutative justice — these are the circumstances of 


men, that form what I should call a natural aristocracy, without 
which there is no nation. 


Not many, even among the wisest of our own generation, 


would fail to respond favorably to that glowing picture 
of nature’s aristocrats, but when we come to the means 
by which Burke would assure the existence and supremacy 


of such a class, it is different. Despite some tincture of 


the so-called “enlightenment,” which few men of that 
age could entirely escape, Burke had a deep distrust of the 
restive, self-seeking nature of mankind, and as a restraint 


upon it he would magnify the passive as opposed to the 


active power of what is really the same human nature. 


This passive instinct he called “prejudice” — the unrea- 
soning and unquestioning attachment to the family and 
“the little platoon we belong to in society,” from which 


our affection, coincident always with a feeling of contented 
obligation, is gradually enlarged to take in the peculiar 


institutions of our country; “‘prejudice renders a man’s 
virtues his habits, ... through just prejudice his duty 
becomes a part of his nature.” Prejudice is thus the 


binding force which works from below upwards; the cor- 


responding force which moves from above is “prescrip- 
tion” —the possession of rights and authority which 
have been confirmed by custom. In other words, Burke 


believed that the only practical way of ensuring a natural 
aristocracy was by the acceptance of a prescriptive oli- 
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garchy; in the long run and after account had been taken 
of all exceptions — and he was in no wise a blind wor- 
shipper of the Whig families which then governed Eng- 
land — he believed that the men of light and leading 
would already be found among, or by reason of their 
preéminence would be assumed into, the class of those 
whose views were broadened by the inherited possession of 
privilege and honors. 

He so believed because it seemed to him that prejudice 
and prescription were in harmony with the methods of 
universal nature. Sudden change was abhorrent to him, 
and in every chapter of history he read that the only 
sound social development was that which corresponded 
to the slow and regular growth of a plant, deep-rooted in 
the soil and drawing its nourishment from ancient con- 
cealed sources. Saltus non facit natura. In such a plan 
prejudice was the ally of the powers of time, opposing to 
all visionary hopes a sense of duty to the solid existing 
reality, and compelling upstart theory to prove itself by 
winning through long resistance. And with the force of 
time stood the kindred force of order and subordination 
personified in privilege. ‘“‘A disposition to preserve, and 
an ability to improve, taken together,” would be Burke’s 
standard of a statesman; “‘everything else is vulgar in 
the conception, perilous in the execution.” In passages 
of a singular elevation he combines the ideas of Hobbes 
on the social contract with those of Hooker on the sweep 
of divine universal law, harmonizing them with the newer 
conception of evolutionary growth. ‘‘Each contract of 
each particular State,” he says, “is but a clause in the 
great primeval contract of eternal society, linking the 
lower with the higher natures, connecting the visible and 
invisible world, according to a fixed compact sanctioned 
by the inviolable oath which holds all physical and all 
moral natures, each in their appointed place.” And thus, 
too, “our political system is placed in a just correspond- 
ence and symmetry with the order of the world, and with 











Natural Aristocracy 281 


the mode of existence decreed to a permanent body com- 
posed of transitory parts; wherein, by the disposition of 
a stupendous wisdom, moulding together the great mys- 
terious incorporation of the human race, the whole, at 
one time, is never old, or middle-aged, or young, but, in a 
condition of unchangeable constancy, moves on through 
the varied tenor of perpetual decay, fall, renovation, and 
progression. Thus, by preserving the method of nature, 
in the conduct of the State, in what we improve, we are 
never wholly new; in what we retain, we are never wholly 
obsolete.” 

If we look below these ideas of prejudice and privilege, 
time and subordination, for their one animating principle, 
we shall find it, I think, in the dominance of the faculty 
of the imagination. Nor did this imaginative substruc- 
ture lying beneath all of Burke’s writings and speeches, 
from the early essay on the Sublime and Beautiful to his 
latest outpourings on the French Revolution, escape the 
animadversion of his enemies. Tom Paine made good use 
of this trait in The Rights of Man, which he issued as an 
answer to the Reflections. ‘The age of chivalry is gone,” 
Burke had exclaimed at the close of his famous tirade on 
the fall of Marie Antoinette. “Now all is changed. All 
the pleasing illusions, which made power gentle, and obe- 
dience liberal, which harmonized the different shades of 
life, and which, by a bland assimilation, incorporated into 
politics the sentiments which beautify and soften private 
society, are to be dissolved by this new conquering empire 
of light and reason. All the decent drapery of life is to 
be rudely torn off. All the superadded ideas, furnished 
from the wardrobe of a moral imagination. ...” To this 
Paine retorted with terrible incision. Ridiculing the 
lamentation over the French Queen as a mere sentimental 
rhapsody, he catches up Burke’s very words with malign 
cunning: ‘‘Not one glance of compassion, not one com- 
miserating reflection, that I can find throughout his book, 
has he bestowed on those who lingered out the most 
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wretched of lives, a life without hope in the most miserable 
of prisons. It is painful to behold a man employing his 
talents to corrupt himself. Nature has been kinder to 
Mr. Burke than he has been to her. He is not affected 
by the reality of distress touching his heart, but by the 
showy resemblance of it striking his imagination. He 
pities the plumage, but forgets the dying bird.” 

Now there is an element of truth in Paine’s charge, but 
there is distortion also. To say that Burke had no thought 
for the oppressed and the miserable is a wanton slander, 
disproved by abundant passages in the very Reflections 
and by his whole career. “If it should come to the last 
extremity,” he had once avowed in Parliament, with no 
fear of contradiction, ‘‘and to a contest of blood, God for- 
bid! God forbid! — my part is taken; I would take my 
fate with the poor, and low, and feeble.” But it is the 
fact nevertheless, construe it how one will, that in the 
ordinary course of things Burke’s ideas of government 
were moulded and his sentiment towards life was colored 
by the vivid industry of his imagination, and that he 
thought the world at large controlled by the same power. 
I doubt if analysis can reach a deeper distinction between 
the whole class of minds to which Burke belongs, and that 
to which Paine belongs, than is afforded by this difference 
in the range and texture of the imagination. 

And in this Burke had with him the instinct of his 
people, while in a way transcending it; for a good deal of 
what we regard as the British character depends on just 
the excess of imagination over a rather dull sensibility 
and sluggish intelligence. This, if we look into it, is what 
Bagehot signalized as the saving dulness of England, and 
what Walpole meant by attributing to “‘the good sense 
[note the contrast of sense and senstbility] of the English 
that they have not painted better.” It was this same 
quality that inspired Burke’s great comparison of the 
French excitability with the British stolidity: “Because 
half a dozen grasshoppers under a fern make the field 
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ring with their importunate chink, whilst thousands of 
great cattle, reposed beneath the shadow of the British 
oak, chew the cud and are silent, pray do not imagine 
that those who make the noise are the only inhabitants 
of the field.” In its higher working, when sensibility and 
intelligence are also magnified, the imagination, no doubt, 
is the source of the loftier English poetry and eloquence, 
but in the lower range, which we are now considering, 
it is rather a slow, yet powerful and endearing, visualiza- 
tion of what is known and familiar; it is the beginning 
of distrust for innovation and of that prejudice for existing 
circumstances and actual relations which Burke exalted 
as the mother of content. And with content it produces 
a kind of egotistic satisfaction in the pomps and privileges 
which pass before the eye, giving to the humble a partici- 
pation in things wherein they have no material share. 
In the baser nature this evokes a trait which we condemn 
as snobbishness; in the higher it results in a fine mag- 
nanimity: “He feels no ennobling principle in his own 
heart, who wishes to level all the artificial institutions 
which have been adopted for giving a body to opinion and 
permanence to fugitive esteem. It is a sour, malignant, 
envious disposition, without taste for the reality, or for 
any image or representation of virtue, that sees with joy 
the unmerited fall of what had long flourished in splendor 
and in honor.” Thus, too, the imagination is an accom- 
plice of time, as well as of the law of subordination; in- 
deed, its deepest and noblest function lies in its power of 
carrying what was once seen and known as a living por- 
tion and factor of the present, and there is no surer test 
of the quality of a man’s mind than the degree in which 
he feels the long-remembered past as one of the vital and 
immediate laws of his being. So it is that the imagination 
is the chief creator and sustainer of the great memorial 
institutions of society, such as the Crown and the Church 
and the other pageantries of state, which are the very 
embodiment of prescription, as it were the soul of tradi- 
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tion taking form and awful authority among the living. 
How deeply Burke felt this prescriptive right of the im- 
agination, no one need be told; nor is it necessary to quote 
in full the familiar passages in which he likens the British 
monarchy, with its bulwark of nobility, to “the proud 
keep of Windsor, rising in the majesty of proportion, and 
girt with the double belt of its kindred and coeval towers,” 
or calls on the Church to “exalt her mitred front in courts 
and parliaments.” There is the true Burke; he knew, as 
Paine knew, that the support of these institutions was 
in their symbolic sway over the imaginations of men, and 
that, with this defence undermined, they would crumble 
away beneath the aggressive passions of the present, or 
would remain as mere bloodless vanities. He thought that 
the real value of life was in its meaning to the imagination, 
and he was not ashamed to avow that the fall and tragedy 
of kings, because they bore in their person the destiny of 
ancient institutions, stirred him more profoundly than 
the sufferings of ordinary men. 

It is perfectly easy for a keen and narrow intelligence 
to ridicule Burke’s trust in the imagination, but as a 
matter of fact there is nothing more practical than a clear 
recognition of its vast domain in human affairs — it was 
Napoleon Bonaparte who said that “‘imagination rules 
the world.” Burke is not dead; his pages are an inex- 
haustible storehouse of inspiration and wisdom. But it 
is true nevertheless, that his ideas never quite freed them- 
selves from their matrix, and that in his arguments the 
essential is involved in the contingent. Though he saw 
clearly enough the imperfections of the actual union of a 
prescriptive and a natural aristocracy, he was not able, 
with all his insight, to conceive the existence of the latter 
alone and by virtue of its own rights. He cried out that 
the age of chivalry was gone; he saw that the age of pre- 
scription, however it might be propped up for a time, was 
also doomed, not only in France but in his England as 
well, and with that away there was nothing for his imagina- 
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tion but an utter blank. As a consequence the problem 
of government for us to-day in its fundamental aspects 
is really closer to the exposition of the Greek philosopher 
two thousand years ago, than to that of the modern Eng- 
lish statesman. We have the naked question to answer: 
How shall a society, newly shaking itself free from a dis- 
guised plutocratic régime, be guided to suffer the per- 
suasion of a natural aristocracy which has none of the 
insignia of an old prescription to impose its authority? 
Shall the true justice prevail, which by a right discrimina- 
tion would confer power and influence in accordance with 
inner distinction; or shall that so-called justice prevail — 
for no man acknowledges open injustice — which recom- 
mends itself as equality of opportunity, but in practice, 
by confusing the distinctions of age, sex, and character, 
comes at last to the brutal doctrine that might makes 
right, whether that might be the material strength of 
money or the jealous tyranny of numbers? 

Leaders there will be, as there always have been. 
Leaders there are now, of each class, and we know their 
names. We still call the baser sort a demagogue, and 
his definition is still what it was among those who invented 
the term: “‘a flatterer of the people.”’ Or, if that descrip- 
tion seems too vague, you will recognize him as one who 
unites in himself enormous physical and mental activity, 
yet who employs his extraordinary talents in no serious 
way for the comfort and sustenance of the higher 
life of the imagination, but for running about restlessly 
and filling the public mind with stentorian alarms. 
He is one who proclaims ostentatiously that the first 
aim of government “‘must always be the possession by 
the average citizen of the right kind of character,” and 
then, in his own person, gives an example of identifying 
character with passion by betraying a friend and malig- 
nantly misinterpreting his words, as soon as that friend 
may be decried for balking the popular will — and balking 
the path of the decrier’s ambition. He is one who has 
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been honored as the leader of a great political party, and 
then, as soon as he is dethroned from its leadership, 
denounces that same party as the tool of privilege 
and the source of corruption. He is one who in pro- 
claiming the principles of his new party, has con- 
stantly on his lips the magical word “justice,” which 
he defines by the specious phrase “equality of oppor- 
tunity,” yet in the end identifies justice with the removal 
of all checks from government so that the desire of the 
majority may be immediately carried out, whether right 
or wrong. For “‘it is impossible to.invent constitutional 
devices which will prevent the popular will from being 
effective for wrong without also preventing it from being 
effective for right. The only safe course to follow in this 
great American democracy is to provide for making the 
popular judgment really effective.” 

To this end our exemplary demagogue would take away 
every obstacle between the opinion of the moment and the 
enactment of that opinion into law. Hence the initiative 
and referendum. 

Above the legislators is the Constitution, devised in 
order that legislation upon any particular question may 
be made to conform essentially with what has been laid 
down on deliberation as the wisest general course of 
government. It is a check upon hasty action, and implies 
a certain distrust of the popular judgment at any moment 
when passion or delusion may be at play. Therefore our 
demagogue will denounce reverence for the Constitution 
as a fetich. Blithely ignoring the fact that Constitution- 
making and remaking is one of the pastimes of some 
States, and that even the Federal Constitution can be 
amended with none too great difficulty when the opinion 
of the people is really formed (as in the recent case of the 
election of senators), he will earnestly call upon the Con- 
stitutional Convention of Ohio “to provide in this Con- 
stitution means which will enable the people readily to 
amend it if at any point it works injustice”; and then, as 
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if that provision were not sufficient to relax its mortmain, 
he will virtually abrogate its function of imposing any 
check whatsoever by adding “means which will permit 
the people themselves by popular vote, after due delibera- 
tion and discussion, but finally and without appeal, to 
settle what the proper construction of any constitutional 
point is”; and this construction is to be made, not legally, 
that is by an attempt to get at the actual meaning of the 
language used, but in accordance with the current notion 
of what is right. 

But the full venom of his attack will be directed against 
the courts, because in them is impersonated the final 
sovereignty of unimpassioned judgment over the fluctua- 
tions of sentiment, and with it the last check upon the 
operations of the demagogue. The interpretation of the 
law in accordance with the conditions of life is to rest with 
the people. If necessary they are to have the power of re- 
calling the judge who is recalcitrant to their views, and 
at the least they are to have opportunity to reverse any 
decision of the courts which seems to them wrong. In this 
way he thinks to ensure “an independent judiciary”’! 
To enforce the need of the recall he accuses the courts of 
“‘refusing to permit the people of the States to exercise 
their right as a free people.” Thereupon he cites what 
he calls a “typical” case in New York, in which the judges 
declared a workingmen’s compensation act unconstitu- 
tional. ‘‘In other words, they insisted that the Constitu- 
tion had permanently cursed our people with impotence 
to right wrong and had perpetuated a cruel iniquity.” 
This tirade, followed by the most inflammatory appeals 
to the emotions, was uttered in 1912; at the very time 
when he was inveighing against the courts for perpetuating 
iniquity, the machinery was in train for amending the 
Constitution, and in less than two years that permanent 
curse was removed by the passage of a constitutional law 
in full favor of the workingman. Such is the despotism of 
facts. And ever through these vituperative charges runs 





288 The Unpopular Review 


the high note of flattery: “If the American people are not 
fit for popular government, and if they should of right 
be the servants and not the masters of the men whom 
they themselves put in office!” 

The demagogue paints himself. In a word you may 
know him by this single trait: he is one who, in the pur- 
suit of the so-called rights of humanity, has a supreme 
contempt for those 


Unconcerning things, matters of fact; 


one who, by means of an hypnotic loquaciousness, is con- 
stantly persuading the people that they have only to 
follow their first impulsive emotions to be right and safe, 
and that as a consequence every institution should be 
swept away which in their wiser, calmer moments they 
have created as a bulwark against their own more variable 
nature. To complete the picture we need to contrast with 
it Burke’s portrait of the men of light and leading, with his 
sober statement of the law of liberty: ‘‘Men are qualified 
for civil liberty in exact proportion to their disposition to 
put moral chains upon their own appetites; in proportion 
as their love to justice is above their rapacity; in propor- 
tion as their soundness and sobriety of understanding is 
above their vanity and presumption; in proportion as 
they are more disposed to listen to the counsels of the 
wise and good, in preference to the flattery of knaves. 
Society cannot exist unless a controlling power upon will 
and appetite be placed somewhere, and the less of it there 
is within, the more there must be without. It is ordained 
in the eternal constitution of things, that men of intem- 
perate minds cannot be free. Their passions forge their 
fetters.” Or we may go further back and look upon 


Plato’s portrait of the guides who have earned the right 
to persuade others to temperance by the diligent exercise 
of that virtue in their own lives. 

But the most notable example of demagoguery to-day 


is not a man, though he be clothed with thunder, but an 
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institution. There are newspapers and magazines, reach- 
ing millions of readers, which have reduced the art to a 
perfect system. Their method is as simple as it is effective: 
always appeal to the emotion of the hour, and present 
it in terms which will justify its excess. Thus, in times 
when there is no wave of international envy disturbing 
the popular mind, our journal will print edifying editorials 
on brotherly love, and laud the people as the great source 
of peace among nations. But let some racial dispute arise, 
as in the months preceding our Spanish war or the Italian 
raid on Africa, and this same journal will day after day 
use its editorial columns to inflame national hatred — 
and increase its circulation. On days when no sensational 
event has occurred, it will indulge in the prettiest senti- 
mental sermons on the home and on family felicities. 
Nothing so moral; it will even plead in lacrimose type 
against the evil of allowing babies to lie in perambulators 
with their eyes exposed to the sun. But let the popular 
mind be excited by some crime of lust, and the same 
journal will forget the sweet obligations of home and 
wife — 
That silly old morality, 
That, as these links were knit, our love should be— 


and will deck out the loathsome debauchery of a murderer 
and his trull as the spiritual history of two young souls 
finding themselves in the pure air of passion; or some 
sordid liaison will be virtually lifted above marriage by 
the terms “affinity” or “heart-wife.”” And always, mean- 
while, the people are to be soothed out of a sense of re- 
sponsibility for errors and corruption by the skilfully 


maintained suggestion of a little group of men entirely 


removed from the feelings and motives of ordinary hu- 
manity, sitting somewhere in secret conclave, plotting, 
plotting, to pervert the government. Our public crimes 
are never our own, but are the result of conspiracy. 


These are the agencies that, in varying forms, have been 
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at work in many ages. Only now we have formulated 
them into a noble maxim, which you will hear daily re- 
sounding in the pulpit and the press and in the street: 
“The cure of democracy is more democracy.” It is a lie, 
and we know it is a lie. We know that this cry of the 
demagogue has invariably in the past led to anarchy and 
to despotism; and we know that to-day, were these forces 
unopposed, as happily they are not unopposed, the same 
result would occur — 


Our liberty reversed and charters gone, 
And we made servants to Opinion. 


The remedy for the evils of license is not in the elimination 
of popular restraint, but precisely in bringing the people 
to respect and follow their right leaders. The cure of 

democracy is not more democracy, but better democracy. 
‘Nor is such a cure dependent primarily on the appear- 
ance, in a community, of men capable of the light: for 
these the world always has, and these we too have in 
abundance; it depends rather on so relating these select 
natures to the community that they shall be also men of 
leading. The danger is lest, in a State which bestows in- 
fluence and honors on its demagogues, the citizens of 
more refined intelligence, those true philosophers who have 
discourse of reason, and have won the difficult citadel of 
their own souls, should withdraw from public affairs and 
retire into that citadel, as it were into an ivory tower. 
The harm wrought by such a condition is twofold: it 
deprives the better minds of the larger sustenance of 
popular sympathy, producing among them a kind of 
intellectual préciosit?# and a languid interest in art as a 
refuge from life instead of an integral part of life; and, on 
the other hand, it tends to leave the mass of society a prey 
to the brutalized emotions of indiscriminate pleasure- 
seeking. In such a State distinction becomes the sorry 
badge of isolation. The need is to provide for a natural 
aristocracy. 
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Now it must be clearly understood that in advocating 
such a measure, at least under the conditions that actually 
prevail to-day, there is involved no futile intention of 
abrogating democracy, in so far as democracy means 
government by and of the people. A natural aristocracy 
does not demand the restoration of inherited privilege 
or a relapse into the crude dominion of money; it is not 
synonymous with oligarchy or plutocracy. It calls rather 
for some machinery or some social consciousness which 
shall ensure the selection from among the community at 
large of the truly “best,” and the bestowal on them of 
“‘power”’; it is the trueconsummation of democracy. And, 
again, it must be said emphatically that this is not an 
academic question, dealing with unreal distinctions. No 
one supposes that the “‘best” are a sharply defined class, 
moving about among their fellows with a visible halo 
above them, and a smile of beatific superiority on their 
faces. Society is not made of such classifications, and 
governments have always been of a more or less mixed 
character. A natural aristocracy signifies rather a tend- 
ency than a conclusion; and in such a sense it was taken, 
no doubt, by my sociological friend of radical ideas who 
pronounced it the great practical problem of the day. 

The first requisite for solving this problem is that those 
who are designed by nature, so to speak, to form an 
aristocracy should come to an understanding of their own 
belief. There is a question to be faced boldly: What 
is the true aim of society? Does justice consist primarily 
in leveling the distribution of powers and benefits, or in 
proportioning them to the scale of character and intelli- 
gence? Is the main purpose of the machinery of govern- 
ment to raise the material welfare of the masses, or to 
create advantages for the upward striving of the excep- 
tional? Is the state of humanity to be estimated by num- 
bers, or is it a true saying of the old stoic poet: humanum 
paucis vivit genus? Shall our interest in mankind begin 
at the bottom and progress upward, or begin at the top 
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and progress downward? To those who feel that the time 
has come for a reversion from certain present tendencies, 
the answer to this question cannot be doubtful. Before 
anything else is done we must purge our minds of the 
current cant of humanitarianism. This does not mean 
that we are to deny the individual appeals of pity, and 
introduce a wolfish egotism into human relations. On the 
contrary it is just the preaching of false humanitarian 
doctrines that practically results in weakening the response 
to rightful obligations and “turning men’s duties into 
doubts,” and thus throws the prizes of life to the hard 
grasping materialist and the coarse talker. In the end the 
happiness of the people also, in the wider sense, depends 
on the common recognition of the law of just subordina- 
tion. But, whatever the ultimate effect of this sort may 
be, the need now is to counterbalance the excess of emo- 
tional humanitarianism, with an injection of the truth — 
even the contemptuous truth. Let us, in the name of a 
long-suffering God, put some bounds to the flood of talk 
about the wages of the bricklayer and the trainman, and 
talk a little more about the income of the artist and teacher 
and public censor who have taste and strength of character 
to remain in opposition to the tide. Let us have less cant 
about the great educative value of the theatre for the 
people and less humbug about the virtues of the nauseous 
problem play, and more consideration of what is clean 
and nourishing food for the larger minds. Let us forget 
for a while our absorbing desire to fit the schools to train 
boys for the shop and the counting-room, and concern 
ourselves more effectively with the dwindling of those 
disciplinary studies which lift men out of the crowd. 
Let us, in fine, not number ourselves among the traitors 
to their class who invidia metu non audeant dicere. 

One hears a vast deal these days about class conscious- 
ness, and it is undoubtedly a potent social instrument. 
Why should there not be an outspoken class consciousness 
among those who are in the advance of civilization as well 














Natural Aristocracy 293 


as among those who are in the rear? Such a compact of 
mutual sympathy and encouragement would draw the 
man of enlightenment out of his sterile seclusion, and 
make him efficient; it would strengthen the sense of obliga- 
tion among those who hesitate to take sides, and would 
turn many despondent votaries of fatalism and many 
amateur dabblers in reform to a realization of the deeper 
needs of the day. Nor is this an appeal to idle sentiment. 
Much is said about the power of the masses and the irre- 
sistible spread of revolutionary ideas from the lower ranks 
upward. The facts of history point in quite the other 
direction. It was not the plebs who destroyed the Roman 
republic, but the corrupt factions of the Senate, and the 
treachery of such patricians as Catiline and Julius Cesar. 
In like manner the French Revolution would never have 
had a beginning but for the teaching of the philosophers 
and the prevalence of equalitarian fallacies among the 
privileged classes themselves. The Vicomtesse de Noailles 
spoke from knowledge when she said: “‘La philosophie 
n’avait pas d’apOtres plus bienveillants que les grands 
seigneurs. L’horreur des abus, le mépris des distinctions 
héréditaires, tous ces sentiments dont les classes inférieures 
se sont emparées dans leur intérét, ont di leur premier 
éclat a l’enthousiasme des grands.” And so to-day the 
real strength of socialistic doctrines is not in the discon- 
tent of the workingmen, but in the faint-hearted sub- 
mission of those who by the natural division of society 
belong to the class that has everything to lose by revolu- 
tion, and in the sentimental adherence of dilettante re- 
formers. The real danger is after all not so much from 
the self-exposed demagogues as from the ignorant tamp- 
erers with explosive material. It is aot so much from 
the loathsome machinations of the yellow press, dangerous 
as they are, as from the journals that are supposed to stand 
for higher things, yet in their interest in some particular 
reform, support whole-heartedly candidates who flirt 
with schemes subversive of property and constitutional 
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checks; in their zeal for the brotherhood of man, deal 
loosely with facts; and in their clamor for some specious 
extension of the franchise, neglect the finer claims of 
justice. These men and these journals, betrayers of the 
trust, are the real menace. Without their aid and abet- 
ment there may be rumblings of discontent, wholesome 
enough as warnings against a selfish stagnation, but there 
can be no concerted drive of society towards radical revolu- 
tion. For radical forces are by their nature incapable of 
any persistent harmony of action, and have only the sem- 
blance of cohesion from a constraining fear or hatred. 
The dynamic source of revolution must be in the perver- 
sion of those at the top, and anarchy comes with their 
defalcation. Against such perils when they show them- 
selves, the proper safeguard is the arousing of a counter 
class consciousness. 

It is a sound theorem of President Lowell’s that popular 
government “‘may be said to consist of the control of 
political affairs by public opinion.” Now there is to-day 
a vast organization for manipulating public opinion in 
favor of the workingman, and for deluding it in the interest 
of those who grow fat by pandering in the name of eman- 
cipation to the baser emotions of mankind; but of or- 
ganization among those who suffer from the vulgarizing 
trend of democracy there is little or none. As a conse- 
quence we see the conditions of life growing year by year 
harder for those whose labor is not concerned immediately 
with the direction of material forces or with the supply 
of sensational pleasure; they are ground, so to speak, 
between the upper and the nether millstone. Perhaps 
organization is not the word to describe accurately what 
is desired among those who are fast becoming the silent 
members of society, for it implies a sharper discrimina- 
tion into grades of taste and character than exists in 
nature; but there is nothing chimerical in looking for a 
certain conscious solidarity at the core of the aristocratical 
class (using “‘aristocratical” always in the Platonic sense), 
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with a looser cohesion at the edges. Let that class become 
frankly convinced that the true aim of a State is, as in 
the magnificent theory of Aristotle, to make possible the 
high friendship of those who have raised themselves to a 
vision of the Supreme Good, let them adopt means to 
confirm one another in that faith, and their influence 
will spread outward through society, and leaven the 
whole range of public opinion. 

The instrument by which this control of public opinion 
is effected is primarily the imagination; and here we meet 
with a real difficulty. It was the advantage of such a 
union of aristocracy and inherited oligarchy as Burke 
advocated that it gave something visible and definite 
for the imagination to work upon, whereas the democratic 
aristocracy of character must always be comparatively 
vague. But we are not left wholly without the means of 
giving to the imagination a certain sureness of range, 
while remaining within the forms of popular government. 
The opportunity is in the hands of our higher institutions 
of learning, and it is towards recalling these to their duty 
that the first efforts of reform should be directed. It is 
not my intention here to enter into the precise nature of 
this reform, for the subject is so large as to demand a 
separate essay. In brief, the need is to restore to their 
predominance in the curriculum those studies that train 
the imagination, not, be it said, the imagination in its 
purely esthetic function, though that aspect of it also 
has been sadly neglected, but the imagination in its power 
of grasping in a single firm vision, so to speak, the long 
course of human history, and of distinguishing what is 
essential therein from what is ephemeral. The enormous 
preponderance of studies that deal with the immediate 
questions of economics and government, inevitably results 
in isolating the student from the great inheritance of the 
past; the frequent habit of dragging him through the 
slums of sociology, instead of making him at home in the 
society of the noble dead, debauches his mind with a 
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flabby, or inflames it with a fanatic, humanitarianism. 
He comes out of college, if he has learnt anything, a 
nouveau intellectuel, bearing the same relation to the man 
of genuine education as the nouveau riche to the man of 
inherited manners; he is narrow and unbalanced, a prey 
to the prevailing passion of the hour, with no feeling for 
the majestic claims of that within us which is unchanged 
from the beginning. In place of this excessive contempo- 
raneity we shall give a larger share of time and honor to the 
hoarded lessons of antiquity. There is truth in the Hob- 
bian maxim that “imagination and memory are but one 
thing”; by their union in education alone shall a man ac- 
quire the uninvidious equivalent in character of those 
broadening influences which came to the oligarch through 
prescription — he is moulded indeed into the true aristo- 
crat. And with the assertion of what may be called an inner 
prescription he will find among those over whom he is 
set as leader and guide a measure of respect which springs 
from something in the human breast more stable and 
honorable and more conformable to reason than the mere 
stolidity of an unreflecting prejudice. For, when every- 
thing is said, there could be no civilized society were it 
not that deep in our hearts, beneath all the turbulences 
of greed and vanity, abides the instinct of obedience to 
what is noble and of good repute. It awaits only the clear 
call from above. 








THE RIGHT TO BE AMUSED 


ECENT ideas of social justice have been marked 
by a vast extension of the category of human 
rights. While these new rights are most various they may 
all be covered by the general principle that wages may be 
of right more than what the wage taker earns for his em- 
ployer, and that in all exchanges of any sort between the 
poor and the rich the poor has the right to take more 
than he gives. To follow the applications of this new 
doctrine of rights would be instructive. We should find 
that an employer is financially responsible for accidents 
occurring through an employee’s recklessness. If my 
gardener gets drunk and drowns himself in the cistern, I 
must pay roundly to his estate. Nor have I the satisfac- 
tion, if it be such, of regarding this contribution as a com- 
pulsory beneficence. It is my gardener’s right. The odd 
part is that if I, being a professor, get drunk and drown 
myself in the campus fountain, the corporation is in no 
way bound to assuage my widow’s financial need. If 
the corporation should, by way of embalming my memory, 
grant her a pension, it would be a case not of her rights 
but of their charity. This perfectly possible instance 
reveals an odd reversal of all earlier doctrines of rights. 
It used to be supposed that rights increased with capacity. 
Now the more incapable a person may be, the more com- 
pletely the state invests him with rights. Ability and 
power must be carefully hemmed in with duties. Weak- 
ness on the contrary is freed from duties and must be 
privileged. 
Into what moral gulf we are thus cheerfully staggering 
it would be a high public service to inquire. But my theme 
is not so ambitious. I wish merely to suggest in a par- 


ticular instance the somewhat woeful reaction of this 
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new doctrine of rights upon a certain class of the weak — 
to wit, ill balanced and discontented women. I have 
witnessed many cases of personal unhappiness among 
women, some of domestic shipwreck, owing to a wife’s 
moral confusion, some of women hounded by unreason- 
able discontent into public careers for which they have 
no capacity, and perhaps the most pitiful cases of all, 
women pursued by an aimless restiveness which finds no 
stated expression, but colors atrociously their every act. 
Peace and clear thinking wither as those women pass. 
They are mostly victims of a false theory that a woman 
has the innate right to be amused, and that for such amuse- 
ment she need not pay. It will be seen that I have de- 
scribed what foreign neurologists call la maladie Américaine. 
And as a matter of fact the fallacy that a right to be 
amused exists, is more prevalent in America than else- 
where. Let us admit that Mrs. Wharton’s Undine Spragg 
is overdrawn, she still retains high symbolic value. As 
Americans we may doubt her in parts, but we cannot 
disown her as a whole. She is the bright archangel of the 
dogma that while a woman must be amused, she need not 
pay. 

At the outset we must discriminate sharply the right to 
be amused, from the ordinary pursuit of pleasure. The 
most reckless or voluptuous programme of life assumes 
in contrast a certain dignity and morality, from the fact 
that the pleasure seeker is prepared to take all risks and 
pay all prices. That is the man’s code the world over, 
and in most countries it has imposed itself upon the com- 
munity generally. It is a poor code enough as compared 
with self control and social service, but at least it has 
glimmerings of generosity and justice. The strong at 
all times have managed to live pretty satisfactorily by 
it. The weak have not suffered unduly under the rule 
of he who breaks must pay. Quite apart from the Epi- 
curean programme, all sensible people work on a theory 
of reciprocity in service and in pleasure. I can’t expect 
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nice people to seek me unless I now and then seek them. 
If I am habitually silent or merely garrulous, I have no 
claim upon the good talker; he will properly flee my ap- 
proach. So for the person who is not amusing there can 
be no right to be amused, and if he succeeds nevertheless 
in extorting amusement from the world, it is at somebody 
else’s expense, and at the cost of his own soul. 

What I frequently see in the faces of women, and es- 
pecially in the faces of young girls of the wealthy classes, 
is as distressing to me as mysterious. It has been my 
rare good fortune to live among serene and companionable 
women, women whose graciousness has been rooted in 
character. Accordingly I am mystified by the hungry 
defiant faces I see about me wherever women congregate. 
They seem to be playing a part, to be desperately seeking 
something which they are getting in insufficient measure. 
They have the air of being ready to resent a slight while 
stubbornly maintaining a right. They are too intent. 
There is no ease in them and no fragrance. Now if these 
observations were of recent date or suddenly made, it 
would be prudent to set them down to the score of middle 
age and a growing disinclination from general society. 
It would be pleasant to believe that I am merely become 
old fashioned, mistaking Paris modes for inner characteris- 
tics, and particular cosmetic arts which the young girls of 
my youth happened not to employ, for a sign of degeneracy. 
Whereas, it may still be a true heart, the beating of which 
one observes too plainly at opera or dance, and rouge 
tinges nothing but the skin. So I would fain believe that 
the readiness with which our women assume the stigmata 
of the Paris half-world, is without significance. “The 
Ladies! God bless them!” it would be pleasant to end 
this ungracious discourse with the familiar toast. But 
the toast itself no longer is pledged with the old unction, 
and the modern woman is too intelligent to be satisfied 
with stale and perfunctory oblations. She knows that 


not all is well with her, and welcomes the probe. The 
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satirists of our womenkind would starve but for women 
readers. I who am no satirist, but a simple observer of 


life, shall have my best reading from women, or shall go 


unread. 


That defiant hungry look on our young girls’ faces, so 
different from the shyness and wistfulness one generally 


notes in Europe, what is its ground? A complete answer 


would mean the writing of a considerable chapter of our 


history. One would trace the course of happy laborious 
partnerships in pioneer times, to the establishment of 
wealth, and the institution of a peculiar American cult of 


womanhood. This cult found expression in eloquent 


cant phrases. ‘‘Every American woman is a queen in 
her own household” was a favorite article of the liturgy. 
More economically expressive was the phrase ‘“‘able to 
support a wife,” a wife obviously being regarded as a 


luxury of the more expensive order. Along with the cult 
went a resolute practice of keeping all business or political 
cares from the women of the family. Such reticence as 


to the real issues of living, such exclusion from the 
usual means of education, was the lot of the American 
woman from early in the last century. She was, in an- 
other favorite liturgical phrase, exclusively, ‘“The orna- 
ment of the home.” Naturally her education was to 
consist wholly of accomplishments. Money poured into 
her hands and out. Whence it came, and the difficulty 
of getting it, were scrupulously concealed from her. To 
be a good provider was the cardinal masculine merit. 
For the husband the money grubbing realities; for the 
wife the decorative appearances. Very soon it became a 
tacit convention that, already separated in all ordinary 
business relations, husband and wife should be separated 
also in their pleasures. He was too dull or too tired for 
society, but from his fireside or club chair took a remotely 
conjugal satisfaction in the report of her brilliancy and 
social successes: for after all he was subsidizing her career. 


To be the husband of a very successful woman was like 
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being the background angel for a theatrical star. It 
implied association and interest, but nothing like inti- 


macy. Being reduced to a scintillant parasitic role, the 


American woman, to do her justice, played it pretty 
well. The literature and general discussions of the sixties 
and seventies abound in her laudation, while the American 


man is either charitably ignored or briefly commended 


for his self effacing virtues and unlimited generosity as 
a provider. It was in this black walnut era, which corre- 
sponds exactly with the high point of the cult of the Amer- 


ican woman, that she became a familiar apparition in 


the hotels of Europe. Ostensibly she was cultivating 


some accomplishment, or, less spec fically, her soul. In 
response to an abnormal social position she developed 


peculiar capacities. She devoured wholesale miscel- 


laneous ill assorted information, and gave it back with 
interest. She acquired a brittle fluent manner of talk, 
but her idea of conversation was to be vivacious and 
assertive and above all merely to keep things going. She 
created a social atmosphere in which no thoughtful, un- 
aggressive person could live. The American husband 
withdrew more securely into his social nonentity, while 
his place was taken by nondescript foreigners or by light 
footed and joyous young native male beings who also 
had the gift of keeping things up. These radiant young 
males for the most part flourished only for a space. In 
turn they became occulted husbands and tolerated good 
providers. 

The women were less fortunate. To be an American 
woman was an inexorable career that once undertaken 
could not be abandoned. A few escaped by marrying 
into the simple human conditions prevailing among the 
European aristocracy, some American queens were de- 


throned through failure of the exchequer, a few succumbed 
to an increasing group of children; these were the for- 


tunate exceptions. Most of them continued the hopeless 
task of building up a satisfactory life without including 
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the ordinary responsibilities and loyalties. Naturally 
the cardinal maxim of a life largely empty of real interests 
and devoted to self exploitation along social lines, was the 
right to be amused. That is what, by and large, the good 
looking American woman is taught to regard as her most 
peculiar and precious right. That is the meaning of the 
hungry and defiant faces of our young girls. They are the 
last logical stage in the American notion of womanhood. 
They are anxiously asserting a right which the world by 
no means always allows — the right to be amused. 

Let me restore a perhaps tottering reputation for humor 
by admitting that the picture just sketched is somewhat 
overdrawn. There was sometimes a certain unity in 
grotesquely sundered families. The organizing and man- 
agement of a household in days before the apartment 
hotel, the telephone, and the department store, involved 
an irreducible minimum of steadying duties. The cult of 
the American woman often produced a sense of noblesse 
oblige, not very logical but efficacious. The queen could 
in the better sense do no wrong. Then there were always 
happy backwaters of society where the family was still 
an alliance, and mutual understanding was the rule. What 
justifies me in blackening the picture, is the fact that the 
dogma of the right to be amused is as strong as ever, and 
more disastrous in its results. Few duties and educa- 
tional offsets help the modern girl to see life clearly and 
see it whole. Increasingly detached from all imposed 
responsibilities, she is more in danger of regarding the 
world as her playground and other men and women as 
her toys. The inevitable weakness of her position is that 
she has little to give. Her beauty and the charm of her 
sex, a certain restless vivacity, are often her sole current 
coin. It is a currency subject to rapid depreciation. 
After girlhood she frequently is not amusing, has nothing 
to give for the amusement become necessary to her. Es- 
tablishing no stable and self respecting relations, she flies 
about in search of new excitements. Isms and ologies 
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claim her passing fealty. Messiahs alternate with neurol- 
ogists. To the problems of life she brings the mind of a 
spoiled child. If she marries well, she may at least con- 
duct satisfactorily an expensive will-o’-the-wisp existence. 
For amusement by this sort is very exactly graded by its 
expensiveness. Large motor cars or yachts, opera boxes, 
public dining and dancing — these are the surest evidence 
that one’s right to be amused is duly conceded by one’s 
husband and by the world. Whatever satisfactions the 
married butterfly commands are largely denied to her 
unwedded sister. I know of no more pitiful spectacle 
than that of women in the forties still conducting with a 
child’s mentality the occupations of girlhood. These 
constitute the supporting public for all the charlatanisms — 
social, political, and religious. 

Of course I am aware that all babies are born with the 
right to be amused —a right which child specialists have 
valiantly but vainly striven to abridge. In the case of a 
male baby that right is pretty soon abridged by the 
rough and tumble and give and take of school and games. 
The sense that he must be amused is soon knocked out 
of a normal boy. In a young man whatever may survive 
of it yields to the somewhat grim business of earning a 
living. Ina rich and unoccupied young man, the problem 
of amusement is very much that of the woman, with the 
marked difference, however, that only a very perverse 
young man imagines that amusement is due him, or can 
be had on other terms than his paying for it. In compari- 
son with this wholesome process of gradual enlightenment, 
how little is done for the education of a girl! Compare 
with the unconditioned freedom of a well to do Amer- 
ican maiden, that stern subjection to the complicated 
interest of a clan which is the lot of an English girl, or 
better, the rational preparation for marriage and mother- 
hood which every well born French girl receives. To sub- 
mit, to play a social part, to discount pleasure in favor 
of duty, this is the very air girls breathe in the older civili- 
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zations. A study ora mere observation of the women of 
Europe and America will leave no doubt as to where the 
balance of happiness lies. The boasted freedom of the 
American woman is often her sorrow, and her joy is escape 
from freedom into some kind of service. 

This is a trite story. Robert Grant, Edith Wharton, 
Robert Herrick have expended the greatest artistry on 
the ungrateful theme of the egocentric American woman. 
More blatantly, David Graham Phillips, Upton Sinclair, 
and Owen Johnson have belabored the unfortunate crea- 
ture. I venture to move matter so thoroughly familiar, 
only in the hope of setting it in something like historic 
perspective, and of pointing out remedial tendencies. And 
first of all, while this is primarily a woman’s problem, it is 
emphatically of man’s making. It would be a most curi- 
ous and interesting historical study to ascertain just when 
and precisely how, the American notion of women as a 
luxury and ornament came into being. Until the quite 
recent revulsion against the theory, it passed for a beau- 
tiful expression of the innate chivalry of the American 
man. It is possible that it is indeed a product of that 
peculiar inept sentimentality — of that impotence in the 
field of the emotions — which frequently accompanies a 
life too narrowly devoted to business. In affairs involving 
the intelligence of the heart, there is notoriously no fool 
comparable with a certain type of millionaire. An un- 
kinder view of this chivalric delusion of the American man 
as regards his womankind, is that it is not a delusion at all 
but a Machiavellian policy. He is overconcentrated in 
work, and socially inert. He bribes his women in order to 
be let alone. He dangles vanities before them in order to 
avoid a manly sharing of his life. The Undine Spraggs 
and her sisters in fiction are prone to take this view when 
they go to the rare pains of general reflection. Probably 
a mixture of the two motives would supply the real cause. 
Our forefathers did idolize their women, and doubtless 
wished to procure them happiness without first taking 
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the trouble to learn where a woman’s happiness really 
lies. Our forefathers were also over busy men, and willing 
to pay handsomely for immunity from ungrateful social 
duties. They may have quite honestly desired to simplify 
what is a delicate and complicated personal adjustment, 
but in so doing they ignored that broad community of 
interest which is the vitalizing principle of any successful 
marriage. The present iconoclasm concerning our once 
idolized women will do very little good until it be clearly 
perceived that what is very much the misfortune of the 
American woman is also very much the fault of the Amer- 
icanman. When he begins to realize that he is not merely 
a provider or patron, but in the fullest sense a partner, 
the old sentimentalisms will give way to reality and com- 
mon sense. 

Meanwhile much is happening to make our women 
more capable of genuine partnership. The projection of 
millions of women from sheltered homes into business 
has been a rude process and fraught with evils, but it 
has given to these women some vision of the world of 
affairs. Much of our recent humanitarian endeavor 
has been hysterical and half-baked, but it has also left a 
considerable residuum of genuine new experience and 
wisdom. Suffragist and socialist agitation has wavered 
between gushing sentimentalisms and benighted fanat- 
icisms, but it has also been an educational process, reveal- 
ing, to hundreds of thousands of women even if in a hectic 
light, the real figure of the world. A great deal that is 
still raw in these fermentations may eventuate in clearer 
ideas of social justice and personal wisdom. In a very 
true sense much of the revolt of women has been an un- 
conscious protest against the theory of man as paymaster 
general. When men understand that women cannot live 
by frocks and functions alone, however generously pro- 
vided, but want companionship, less will be heard about 
feminism and more about humanity. 

Meanwhile it is the duty of parents to disabuse their 
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female offspring as to the existence of a right to be amused. 
To be amused is at best a privilege conditional upon 
one’s desire to prove amusing to others. Amusement is 
necessary, but less necessary than it seems, and always 
has to be paid for fairly. It seems as if such ideas could 
be instilled into children, substituting a general morality 
and sense of fair play, for the old pseudo-chivalric notion 
of sex privilege. There was more to come of this argu- 
ment when I was summoned to the telephone to com- 
mand any one of a half a dozen little playmates to come 
and see my eight year old daughter. She is temporarily 
unoccupied and needs to be amused. When she is a little 
older she shall read this article. Fiat justitia! But stop! 
When I consider her with many women of my acquaint- 
ance, I am amazed that so much sweetness and efficiency 
have after all survived so much false doctrine and so many 
unfair kindnesses. The stock is good, if much of the 
thinking and training has been bad. Quite sincerely I 
toast the Ladies, if not with the old sentimental unction, 
at least with the profound conviction that they are worthy 
of more substantial guerdon than can ever be compacted 
from mere profits, dividends, and coupons. I will be 
more of a companion to her who has ever been that to 
me, and more of a comrade too for the little girl who 
wants to be amused. 





HOW WOMAN SUFFRAGE HAS WORKED 


HAT the results of applied woman suffrage may 
stand out the more clearly, it will be expedient 

to show, first, the results achieved in behalf of woman 
without its help. All are agreed that during the sixty-five 
years that have elapsed since the suffragists, led by Lucre- 
tia Mott, posted their ‘Declaration of Sentiments” at 
Seneca Falls, N. Y., in 1848, woman has gained certain 
rights and privileges. That Declaration contained a bit- 
ter indictment by woman of man who had “oppressed 
her on all sides.” He had made her, if married, “‘in the 
eye of the law, civilly dead,” having taken from her “all 
right in property, even to the wages she earns.” He had 
made her “morally an irresponsible;” she could commit 
many crimes with impunity, “‘provided they be done in 
the presence of her husband, he becoming to all intents 
and purposes her master — the law giving him power to 
deprive her of her liberty and to administer chastisement.” 
He had so framed the laws of divorce as to what should be 
the proper causes, and, in case of separation, to whom 
the guardianship of the children should be given, “‘as 
to be wholly regardless of the happiness of women — the 
law in all cases going upon the false supposition of the 
supremacy of man, and giving all power into his hands.” 
The married woman having no rights, the single woman 
was “taxed to support a Government which recognizes her 
only when her property can be made profitable to it.” 
Man had “monopolized nearly all the profitable employ- 
ments;” and from those woman was permitted to follow, 
“she receives but a scanty remuneration.” Man had 
closed to woman “all the avenues to wealth and distinction 
which he considers most honorable to himself: as a teacher 
of theology, in medicine, or law, she is not known.” More- 
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over, man had “denied to her the facilities for obtaining a 
thorough education, all colleges being closed against her.” 
In the Church, too, she was subordinated, and apostolic au- 
thority was invoked “for her exclusion from the ministry, 
and, with some exceptions, from any public participation 
in the affairs of the Church.” Men acted by a different 
code of morals from women, “‘by which moral delinquen- 
cies which exclude women from society are not only tol- 
erated, but deemed of little account in men.” By such 
means, the indictment declared, man had discriminated 
against woman, endeavoring in every way he could to “‘de- 
stroy her confidence in her own powers, to lessen her self- 
respect, and to make her lead a dependent and abject life.” 
And because of these things the drawers of the indictment 
demanded for women “immediate admission to all the 
rights and privileges which belong to them as citizens of 
the United States.” 

It was first of all as voters that the women should gain 
the rights denied them. Deprivation of the vote was the 
fundamental evil. The first item of their grievances 
named the ballot as their “inalienable right.” It was 
primarily because this had been wrested away, the Dec- 
laration said, that man had been able to oppress woman 
on all sides. 

But it needs only the restatement of the original suf- 
fragist grievances to show how completely woman has 
been emancipated since they were formulated, and chiefly 
without the vote. Nowhere in the United States is the 
married woman, in the eyes of the law, civilly dead. 
Nowhere is she bereft of the right in property and wages. 
In that year 1848 when the “Declaration of Sentiments” 
was drafted, New York State, still withholding the fran- 
chise from woman, expressly permitted married women 
to hold property for their sole and separate use. By a 
law of 1861, married women in New York received power 
to control property, including wages, and authority to will 
property was given them in 1867. By 1887,the property 
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rights of married women in this State were more complete 
than those of their husbands, who could not convey real 
estate without their wives’ consent. Woman now has a 
right of action for injuries to person or property, and she 
is liable for her own wrongful acts; that is, she is no longer 
“morally an irresponsible.” Women are joint guardians 
with their husbands of their minor children, and, in case 
of divorce, the custody of the children is decreed reason- 
ably to the innocent party without discrimination as to 
sex. The laws of divorce and separation, too, though 
differing widely in the several States, are impartial, apply- 
ing equally to men and women. New York’s women tax- 
payers have the right to vote on questions of local taxation 
in all towns and villages, and they are eligible to nearly 
all political offices, and to various positions of trust and 
responsibility. Moreover, all the professions are open 
to them. 

In these respects, the case of New York is fairly typical 
of all the States in the Union, whether suffragist or non- 
suffragist. As for men’s monopolizing “nearly all the 
profitable employments,” the Federal census of 1900 
showed that women were engaged in 295 out of the 303 
masculine occupations. The original complaint that they 
were not admitted to men’s pursuits on equal terms with 
men has changed to a demand for laws which shall dis- 
criminate in favor of women in industry because of their 
weaker physique. Only in Massachusetts, Indiana, and 
Nebraska, however, three male-suffrage States, have laws 
been passed prohibiting night work for women in fac- 
tories and machine shops. The eight-hour law for women 
in California was enacted before they had the suffrage 
there, but it still exempts the great canning industry of 
that State from its operation, and it does not prohibit 
night work. The doubtful minimum wage act, and the 
maternity act for the protection of women were firist 
copied from anti-feminist Europe by male-suffragist 
Massachusetts. Massachusetts, also, is generally credited 
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by child labor experts and by woman suffragists with 
having the best child labor law in the Union, applied in 


her great textile industries. It would seem, therefore, 
that the added complaint of the latter-day suffragists 


of lack of discrimination in favor of working women may 


be satisfied without resort by them to the ballot. 
The facilities for acquiring a thorough education are 
now in no State denied to woman. In the argument of 


Mrs, A. J. George to the woman suffrage committee of 


the Federal Senate on April 19, 1913, this anti-suffragist 
authority noted the fact that there are “to-day more 
institutions which grant degrees to women in this country 
than there are institutions which grant degrees to men.” 


The foundation of Vassar, of Wellesley, of Smith, of Mount 


Holyoke, was “in no way connected with the suffrage 
movement,”’ while the opening of the Harvard examina- 
tions to women and the opening of the graduate depart- 


ments of Yale University to women were due to the 


activities of men and women who were avowed anti- 


suffragists. In the universal granting of this great 
privilege to woman, therefore, the ballot was not used or 
needed. 


The grievance that woman is subordinated in the 


Church was one that, by its nature, could not be settled 
by the suffrage, since in this country Church and State 
are irrevocably separate. As a matter of fact, however, 
woman has steadily gained rights and privileges in most 
denominations of the Protestant Church, including ad- 
mission to the ministry and public participation in their 
affairs. For example, Dr. Anna Shaw, the President of 
the National Woman’s Suffrage Association, is a clergy- 
woman. As in religion, so in morals. The legal prohibi- 
tions of immorality are in most cases the same for both 
men and women; it is only outside the domain of legisla- 
tion and within the sphere of social custom that diver- 
gencies appear, and here the discrimination is exercised 
notoriously by woman against her erring sisters. 
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Up to this point results achieved and practicable with- 
out the suffrage seem to argue strongly against a continu- 
ance of the propaganda to obtain the elective franchise 


for the redress of aggrieved womankind. Clothed with 
full rights in property and earnings, held morally ac- 


countable for her acts, made joint guardian with her 
husband over her children, welcomed to an equal compe- 


tition with men in business, industry, and the professions, 
after ample opportunities given for acquiring a higher 


education and special training, to what further extent 
can the exercise of the voting power by woman improve 
her status? The grievances set forth in the “‘ Declaration 


of Sentiments” of 1848 present the “whole case for woman 


as comprehensively as it ever has been stated since,” ac- 


cording to an official statement of the National Woman 
Suffrage Association; the document’s resolutions com- 
prised “practically every demand that ever afterwards 
was made for women.” The civil and legal rights be- 
sought therein have been so fully recognized that the 
anti-suffragists, numbering many public-spirited women 
who have battled zealously for these rights, now contend 
that womanhood suffrage is not needed. 


Their suffragist opponents will not be gainsaid. While 
the condition of woman and her children has been miti- 
gated, much remains to do, they say, and the more quickly 
by the ballot. For example, while eighteen States, com- 
prising nearly one-half the population of the Union— 
41,231,000, to be exact — enjoy the benefit of joint guard- 
ianship laws, and in twenty-seven more States the sur- 
viving mother is made sole guardian of her children with 
the same powers exercised by the father in his lifetime, six 
States remain — Delaware, Florida, Georgia, Tennessee, 
Virginia, and Maryland, with a combined population of 
9,104,000 — in which the father has power to bequeath the 
guardianship to a stranger and away from the mother. 
To be sure, in this ninth of the population of the country 
the custom ignores the common law; husbands uniformly 
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leave the guardianship of children to their wives, and the 
mother shares authority over them with the father. But 
here is a field for corrective legal action. The question is 
whether, if women had the vote, this would be the swiftest 
and most direct means of bringing about the reform de- 
manded. A suffragist writer has said: “It took the 
mothers of Massachusetts fifty-five years to get an equal 
guardianship law, but after the women obtained the ballot 
in Colorado the very next Legislature enacted one.” She 
forgot that New York’s joint guardianship law was passed 
a year before the Colorado statute. Mrs. George W. 
Townsend of Buffalo, who as head of the Woman’s Edu- 
cational and Industrial Union was active in urging the 
passage of the joint guardianship laws in both States, 
says of the one in New York: 


Our Union was especially careful that the Suffrage Associa- 
tion should not know of the Union’s effort until after the law 
was passed. I remember that a prominent suffragist called to 
see me as soon as she heard of it, and said, “How did you ac- 
complish this great good, and not let us know?” And I an- 
swered, “Because we did not let you know.” I think I was 
justified in saying that, because many men in both houses were 
so opposed to woman suffrage that they would not have voted 
for our bills. The guardianship bill was passed without a nega- 
tive vote in either house. 

The work was done in a systematic manner. Circulars giving 
full information in regard to laws in other States, and as to 
what we desired to accomplish, and reasons therefor, were sent 
to every legislator. There was no lobbying, and, in fact, it 
was not necessary for me to go to Albany at all. 


It should be noted in this connection that in Wyoming, 
while it is not among the “benighted ” states that permit 
the father to will the guardianship of his children away 
from the mother, the women have had an equal voice in 
the State Government for more than half a century with- 
out making fathers and mothers joint guardians of their 
children. It is not clear, therefore, that joint guardianship 





How Woman Suffrage has Worked 313 


laws have been passed the more quickly by reason of 
woman suffrage. 

But other tests should be applied. The new complaints 
of woman that have arisen since the Declaration of 1848 
deal largely with her condition in the industries which 
men have thrown open to her. Has the suffrage enabled 
her more quickly to ameliorate this condition? Around 
this point the strife rages between the “pros” and the 
“antis.” Miss Minnie Bronson, who was employed from 
1907 to 1909 by the Federal Bureau of Labor to investi- 
gate the conditions of labor of women and children, and 
who acted as the Special Agent of the Bureau to report 
on the strike of shirtwaist makers in 1910 has prepared a 
statement for the Massachusetts Association Opposed to 
the Further Extension of Suffrage to Women embodying 
a comparison of the laws for the protection of wage- 
earning women in the various States of the Union. Miss 
Bronson’s contentions have been deemed of sufficient 
importance to merit a reply, with an introduction by Jane 
Addams, written by the two best qualified woman suffra- 
gist authorities on women in the industries, Miss Edith 
Abbott of Hull House, Chicago, and Professor Sophonisba 
P. Breckinridge of the University of Chicago. The alle- 
gations of Miss Bronson and the specific replies of her 
opponents thereto are marshaled below: 


“Anti” Contentions 


A suffragist addressing the 
women shirtwaist strikers in 
New York declared that if the 
women engaged in this indus- 
try had had the ballot such a 
strike as theirs would be un- 
necessary. The speaker would 
have been surprised to learn 
that 40 per cent. of the strik- 
ers were men, 36 per cent. 
were women under 21 years, 
and 6 per cent. were women 


Suffragist Replies 


When we say that if women 
had a vote there would be an 
end of child labor, and that 
young girls would work shorter 
hours, this does not mean that 
we think the children in the 
mills and factories and work- 
shops are going to be allowed 
to vote. In England condi- 
tions improved for all work- 
ingmen when some workmen 
got the vote; in this country 
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workers of voting age who 
had not been in this country 
long enough to gain a resi- 
dence. 

Laws governing the labor of 
women are constantly im- 
proved, not because women 
have the ballot or want it, but 
because women are entering 
more and more into the indus- 
trial life of the country. In 
forty-four states the laws 
for safeguarding wage-earning 
women are better and more 
comprehensive than the laws 
for the safeguarding of wage- 
earning men. Moreover, a 
comparison of the labor laws 
of the various states shows 
that there are more and better 
laws for the protection of 
women wage-earners in the 


non-suffrage states than in 
states where women have the 
ballot. 


In thirty-four states laws 
have been passed limiting the 
hours of labor in which a 
woman may be employed. 
Three of the four woman 
suffrage states where women 
have voted long enough to 
affect legislation have no such 
law, and the 54-hour law in 
Utah was not enacted until 
1911, fifteen years after woman 
suffrage became operative 
there. 
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when some women get the 
vote conditions for all working- 
women will improve. 


Any fair-minded person 
need only recall the long series 
of statutes enacted in all the 
leading industrial states, cov- 
ering nearly three-fourths of a 
century, as a result of work- 
men’s efforts to get through 
laws a larger measure of jus- 
tice than they could obtain 
through their attempts to bar- 
gain with individual employ- 
ers. This legislation, although 
it may in a few cases protect 
the workingwoman as well as 
the workingman, represents 
the results of long years of 
earnest struggle by working- 
men with votes to improve 
their condition. Miss Bronson 
ignores this, laying stress on 
the fact that some states have 
a few special provisions to pro- 
tect wage-earning women from 
exploitation likely to injure 
health and endanger their chil- 
dren’s health. 

No suffragist would deny 
that protective legislation has 
been obtained in states where 
women do not vote. It is well 
known that most of this legis- 
lation was obtained through 
the laborious efforts of suf- 
fragists. 

No argument that protec- 
tive legislation does not exist 
in some of the states in which 
women have the ballot is 
valid which ignores the special 
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Thirty-nine states compel 
employers in stores, factories, 
shops, etc., to provide seats 
for female employés. Nine 
states have no such laws, and 
one of the nine states is a 
suffrage’ state. 


In forty-two states, the 
territory of Alaska, and the 
District of Columbia, the earn- 
ings of a married woman are 
secured to her absolutely, and 
cannot be required by law, as 
can the earnings of a married 
man, for the support of the 
family, nor are they liable for 
her husband’s debts. Six 
states do not so provide, and 
One is a suffrage state. 


needs of these states. Colo- 
rado, Wyoming, Idaho and 
Utah are all mining and agri- 
cultural states and have very 
few wage-earning women who 
are employed in factories. 
Massachusetts had 152,713 
women in “manufacturing and 
mechanical pursuits” when 
the last United States Census 
of Occupations was taken; 
Idaho had only 681. A similar 
contrast might be drawn for 
any of the other states: thus, 
Wyoming had 501 women in 
industrial occupations while 
New York in the same year 
had 136,788. 

The one suffrage state, 
Idaho, that fails to provide 
seats for saleswomen had 153 
saleswomen in all at a time 
when Massachusetts had 
11,985, Illinois, 12,149, and 
New York, 30,858. In most 
of the thirty-nine states where 
voteless women have secured 
these laws, they have never 
received the means of enforc- 


ing them. The protective 
laws protect no one. 
No reply. 
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Sixteen states regulate the 
employment of women at 
night, and specifically state 
the hours between which 
women may not be employed. 
These laws were all enacted 
under male suffrage. In these 
sixteen states are all those 
that prohibit night work for 
girls who are minors, but who 
are over_16 and therefore not 
protected by child labor laws. 

Twenty-four states, only 
one a suffrage state, restrict 
the number of hours of em- 
ployment for women, both by 
the day and week, thus caus- 
ing one day of rest in seven. 
The suffrage states of Wash- 
ington and California, while 
limiting women’s work to 
forty-eight hours a_ week, 
passed both laws while under 
male suffrage. 


Eliminating the manufac- 
turing states of the east, which 
have the most and best reme- 
dial laws for women, the suf- 
frage states of Idaho and 
Wyoming do not limit the 
hours a woman may be em- 
ployed, while the neighboring 
male-suffrage states of Okla- 
homa, South Dakota, North 
Dakota, and Nebraska regu- 
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Night work for women is 
not prohibited in Idaho, Colo- 
rado, Wyoming, and Utah, 
for the same reason that the 
workingmen of Nebraska have 
not passed a law protecting 
seamen. 


The same legislature of Cali- 
fornia that granted equal suf- 
frage passed the eight-hour 
law for women. Massachu- 
setts has passed a 54-hour a 
week law for women as the 
culmination of forty years of 
effort by indirect influence to 
improve conditions for women 
in industry. Utah in 1911 
passed a nine-hour law for 
women after less than two 
years of effort by its advo- 
cates. The first legislature 
of which they asked it gave it 
to women with votes. Of the 
non-suffrage states not one 
has an eight-hour law for 
women, and only five have 
nine-hour laws. 

The Nebraska law provides 
for a ten-hour day and a sixty- 
hour week and does not pro- 
hibit Sunday labor. Nebraska, 
in company with a large num- 
ber of other states, has a law 
prohibiting Sunday labor, 
which applies to both men and 
women. 

The fact that Colorado has 
no Sunday labor law argues 














late the hours by law, and 
Nebraska prohibits the em- 
ployment of women at night in 
all manufacturing mechanical, 
or mercantile establishments, 
and in hotels, and restaurants, 
and limits the number of hours 
per week, thereby insuring one 
day of rest. 

An eight-hour law for 
women was enacted in Colo- 
rado in 1903, a very inade- 
quate law, for it was restricted 
in its application to women 
who must stand at work, and 
exempted the great majority 
of women employed in that 
state in the “seated trades” of 
ready-made clothing, dress- 
making, millinery and like 
occupations, and in candy- 
making, box-making, and 
cigar-making. The law was 
pronounced unconstitutional 
in 1907 by the Supreme Court 
of Colorado, although state 
courts and the Federal Su- 
preme Court have upheld simi- 
lar laws in neighboring male- 


suffrage states. Not until 
1912, mineteen years after 
woman suffrage came into 


Colorado, was a law finally 
secured limiting the hours of 
women at work. 

Laws not enacted under 
woman suffrage are those in 
Massachusetts prohibiting em- 
ployers from deducting the 
wages of women when time is 
lost because machinery has 
broken down, and prohibiting 
the employment of women for 
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as much against suffrage for 
men as for women, since the 
men in the large metal-work- 
ing establishments are chiefly 
affected by absence of Sunday 
laws. Anyway, such laws are 
rarely enforced. 


The eight-hour day of the 
Colorado law, made for the 
majority of workingwomen of 
Colorado a_ forty-eight-hour 
week, in contrast with the 
60-hour week in the neighbor- 
ing states of Oklahoma, South 
Dakota, North Dakota, and 
Nebraska. It is little short of 
ridiculous to discuss these laws 
as if they were all genuinely 
protective through proper 
enforcement. The last census 
of occupations showed but 65 
women and girls in Colorado 
employed in candy-making, 
11 in box-making, and 30 in 
cigar-making, in contrast to 
1,184 saleswomen, 762 wait- 
resses, 1,599 in hand and steam 
laundries, — all in the standing 
trades. 


The Massachusetts law re- 
lating to broken-down ma- 
chinery was passed to correct 
peculiar abuses in the textile 
industries. This law was not 
needed in suffrage states. In 
a few states the courts took 
the position that since women 
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a fixed period before and after 
childbirth; the law in Dela- 
ware and Louisiana exempting 
the wages of women from 
execution, and laws in Cali- 
fornia, Illinois, and Washing- 
ton, providing that no person 
shall on account of sex be dis- 
qualified from entering upon 
or pursuing any lawful busi- 
ness, vocation, or profession. 

A suffragist says that in 
Massachusetts the average 
pay of a female teacher is only 
one-third that of a male 
teacher, and in almost all the 
states it is unequal, whereas 
Wyoming and Utah give equal 
pay for equal work. Where 
teachers are doing the same 
grade of work no such percent- 
age as three to one obtains in 
Massachusetts. Female teach- 
ers do not in the majority of 
cases receive the same pay as 
men for the work of the same 
grade; but here the law of 
supply and demand is para- 
mount. The women teachers 
of New York City receive 
equal pay with men teachers, 
granted by a male-suffrage 
legislature. 
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were not voters they could 
not become practicing law- 
yers; corrective statutes were 
passed. No such law would 
be needed in a state where 
women do participate in the 
Government. 


The doctrine of the inflexi- 
bility and almost sacred char- 
acter of supply and demand is 
outworn. The supply of child 
labor has been greatly re- 
duced in many states, and is 
entirely cut off in others by 
means of protective legisla- 
tion; in still other states the 
demand for child labor has 
greatly decreased as the result 
of inconvenient protective 
child labor laws and the de- 
mand for labor of men and 
women has _ correspondingly 
increased. To get equal pay 
the women teachers in New 
York City had to put in six 
years of hard and exhausting 
work by “indirect influence” 
while in the suffrage states 
the same result has come about 
almost automatically. 


In this conflicting testimony it does not appear that 
the complaint of Lucretia Mott and her sister suffragists 
in 1848 that woman had been oppressed on all sides is 
valid to-day. Both Miss Bronson and her suffragist 


opponents agree that woman in industry has been pro- 


tected, not oppressed. 


It is admitted that this is not a 
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result of the exercise of the ballot by woman. It is unfor- 
tunate, of course, that the suffrage states are in the agri- 
cultural and mining stages of civilization, and cannot 
show how formidable the women’s vote might be in cor- 
recting the oppressive man-made laws. It is a little de- 
plorable, too, that the women in the male-suffrage states 
should have spent so much of their time proving that 
protective laws might be gotten by the despised indirect 
methods. Dr. Abbott and Professor Breckinridge have 
perceived this tactical error, and they note it in these 
words: 


American women would probably have got the vote long ago 
if they had followed the present English method of making 
suffrage a paramount issue, first, last, and all the time. Instead 
of this, Miss Jane Addams in Illinois, Mrs. Florence Kelley in 
New York, and a host of other ardent suffragists have labored 
with the greatest devotion and self-sacrifice to secure protec- 
tive legislation for women and children. How much effort they 
have put into it, how much time and energy it has cost, only 
those who have been closely associated with them know. It 
should not be forgotten that, as the result of their experience, 
they say that the ballot is the swiftest and surest way to bring 
about the reforms which are asked by and for the women workers 
of the country. 


But how can that last sentence be verified? Was it not 
explicitly admitted that the suffrage states, by reason of 
their mining and agricultural status, have had little oc- 
casion to reform the laws for women workers, and that 
the reforms have all been worked out in the east? The 
male workers under male suffrage have done this for 
themselves, and incidentally for the women workers 
among them. Of course, there are fewer woman bread- 
winners, the proportion being five men to one woman. 
But women share equally in the benefits of labor legisla- 
tion, besides being specially protected. The unions have 
even succeeded in leveling up a little the scale of women’s 
wages, thus measurably meeting the complaint of 1848 
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that in her employments woman “‘receives but a scanty 
remuneration.” And despite the equal pay laws for 
teachers in the suffrage states the average pay for women 


teachers is much below that of men teachers. Dr. Helen 


M. Sumner, the suffragist writer of the book Equal 
Suffrage says: ““Taking public employment as a whole, 
women in Colorado receive considerably less remunera- 
tion than men;” and “‘the wages of men and women in all 


fields of industry are governed by economic conditions.” 


Dr. Sumner’s tables show that the pay of women in 


Colorado has never been quite half as much as the pay of 
men; while the average weekly wage of women in that 
state is 97 cents higher than the average in the United 
States, the average weekly pay of men is $3.62 higher 
than for the United States as a whole. Dr. Sumner 
frankly acknowledges that the suffrage has probably 
nothing to do with the wages of either men or women. 


As for hours of work, the contention of the suffragists 


that the 54-hour a week law in Massachusetts was “the 


culmination of forty years of effort by indirect influence 
to improve conditions for women in industry,”’ while Utah 


granted such a law after less than two years of effort by 


its suffragist advocates, merits the comment that the 


forty years, or one-eighth that time, were not consumed in 
agitating for this specific bit of legislation. The struggle 
for the law limiting hours of women’s work in Massachu- 


setts lasted a little longer than in Utah, chiefly because 


Utah is an agricultural state where manufacturers have 
less at stake in the passage of such a restrictive measure. 
It is not probable that the legislators of Utah blenched 
and yielded this point through fear of the women’s vote, 
or that any but humanitarian motives dictated the legis- 
lation in either state. 

Considerations of humanity, indeed, and not politics, 
seem to animate the legislative programs for the protec- 
tion of women and children in most states, whether male 
suffragist or equal suffragist. Pennsylvania, for example, 
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is one of the black states on the suffragist maps, because 
it has never extended the franchise to woman, even for 


the election of school committees. If the woman’s vote 


is requisite, we should see the protective laws of Pennsyl- 
vania far behind those of Colorado. Colorado has had 
equal suffrage since 1893, and of all the woman suffragist 
states, conditions there are most nearly like those in the 


male suffragist East. For comparison, I draw on two un- 


challenged documents, one prepared by Mary C. Bradford 
and published by the Colorado Equal Suffrage Associa- 
tion — with some additions by Elinor Byrns and Helen 
Ranlett, printed in The New York Evening Post of Nov. 


10, 1913 — summarizing the protective laws for women 
and children passed in that state from 1893 to 1912; the 


other, a statement of similar laws in force in Pennsylvania 
in 1912, put forth by the Pennsylvania Association Op- 
posed to Woman Suffrage: 


Colorado 


Establishing a state home 
for dependent children, three 


of the five members of the 


board of control to be women. 
A juvenile court with houses 
of detention in each county 
with population over 100,000; 


probation officers in counties 
with population over 25,000. 


Requiring three of the six 


members of the county visi- 
tors to be women. 


Making mother joint guard- 
ian of children with the father. 


Pennsyloania 


Dependent, delinquent, and 
incorrigible children fully pro- 


vided for by State Juvenile 


court and probation officer 
system. Child placed in care 
of parents, probation officers, 
industrial school, or a chari- 


table association as the Court 


sees best. Houses of detention 
in every city of first and sec- 
ond class, managed by board 
of five members, two of them 


women. 

Visitation periodically by 
State Board of Charities and 
Board of Visitors of all agen- 
cies having custody of delin- 
quent or dependent children. 

If husband unfit, wife has 


same rights over child as father 
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Raising the age of protec- 
tion for girls to eighteen years. 

Requiring one woman phy- 
sician on the board of insane 
asylums. 


Establishing parental and 
truant schools; a state indus- 
trial home for girls, three of 
the five members of board of 
control to be women. 


Making Colorado humane 
society a state bureau for 
child and animal protection. 

Compulsory education for 
children, between 8 and 16, 
except those who are ill, or are 
taught at home, and those over 
14 who have completed the 
eighth grade, or whose par- 
ents need their help and sup- 
port, and those children who 
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would have had. If wife helps 
support child, she has equal 
rights with husband; judges 
decide fitness of parents where 
question of it arises. 

Age of consent or protesta- 
tion, sixteen years. 

One female physician in 
each state hospital or asylum 
with female inmates; provi- 
sion for women members of 
board of visitors of lunatic 
asylums; female attendants, 
paid by counties or poor dis- 
tricts, for all insane female 
persons in transit; police ma- 
tron in Philadelphia county 
prison. 

Provision for institutions 
and societies for delinquent 
and dependent children, also 
for Houses of Refuge in Phila- 
delphia and Western Penn- 
sylvania; complete system of 
industrial schools, besides in- 
dustrial education in public 
school system; provision for 
maintenance of children com- 
mitted to industrial schools. 
Women eligible as one of two 
overseers of the poor in each 
county. 

Humane societies through- 
out the state for child and 
animal protection. 

Compulsory education for 
all children of school age. 
Parents and guardians failing 
to comply with school attend- 
ance law are punishable for a 
criminal offense. 
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must support themselves. [Are 
not some of these exemptions 
loopholes in the law? Ed.]} 
Providing for examination of 
eyes, ears, teeth, and lungs 
of school children. 

Making father and mother 
joint heirs of deceased child. 


Establishing state traveling 
library; library commission to 
consist of five women from the 
State Federation of Women’s 
Clubs. 


Employing children under 
14 in mill, factory, or under- 
ground works punishable by 
imprisonment and fine. Chil- 
dren of 16 and under forbidden 
to work more than six hours 
a day and not after 8 P. M. 
in any mill, factory, store, or 
other occupation that may be 
deemed unhealthful. Model 
child labor law passed 1912, 
“one of the very best in the 
world.” Illiterate workers un- 
der 16 must go to night school. 
From 14 to 16 maximum is 
54 hougs a week, 9 hours a day. 


Father and mother hold by 
entireties, with right of sur- 
vivorship, real and personal 
properties of intestate child. 

A free library commission 
created, and provisions made 
for free libraries throughout 
the state in cities of first, sec- 
ond and third classes and in 
boroughs, together v ‘th public 
school libraries, a state public 
library, and law _ libraries 
throughout the state. 

No minor under 14, and no 
illiterate minor under 18, shall 
be employed in a factory, 
workshop, store, mercantile 
establishment, and so on. 
Minors under 18 shall not be 
employed about blast fur- 
naces, tanneries, electric wires, 
elevators, railroads, vessels, or 
explosives. Minors over 14 
who can read and write can be 
employed only in establish- 
ments having proper sanita- 
tion, and in which power ma- 
chinery is not used, or if used 
is safeguarded. No minor 
under 16 shall be employed 
unless employer keeps employ- 
ment certificates and complete 
lists of minors so employed. 

Meal hours of employed 
children regulated, as well as 
meal hours of all other em- 
ployés. 
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No woman shall work more 
than eight hours a day at 
work requiring her to be on 
her feet; that is, in manufac- 
turing, mechanical, or mercan- 
tile establishments, laundries, 
hotels, and restaurants. 


Employment of females pro- 
hibited in coal mines or coke 
offices except as clerks. 


Requiring joint signature of 
husband and wife to every 
chattel mortgage, sale of 
household goods, or mortgage 
of a homestead. Homestead, 
whether husband’s or wife’s, 
cannot be sold without the 
consent of both. No assign- 
ment of wages by husband is 
valid without wife’s consent. 


Criminal offense to contrib- 
ute to delinquency of a child; 
law raising the delinquency 
age for girls. 


Making it a misdemeanor to 
fail to support aged or infirm 
parents. 
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Male minors under 16 and 
females under 18 forbidden 
employment between g P. M. 
and 6 A. M. 

Seats provided for women 
employed in any establish- 
ment. 

Sixty-hour-week and twelve- 
hour-day maximum for women 
and for minors under 16. 

Provisions for suitable wash 
and dressing rooms and lava- 
tories for men and women in 
all establishments. 

Employment of women in 
and about mines or coal manu- 
factories forbidden; women 
and male minors under 16 for- 
bidden employment in mines; 
women and male minors under 
14 forbidden to be employed 
on outside structures of mines, 
except for clerical work. 

Chattel mortgages do not 
exist. Earnings of a married 
woman, whether as wages for 
labor, salary, property, busi- 
ness or otherwise, are her own, 
inure to her separate benefit 
and are not subject to levy 
by her husband. Wife must 
consent to conveyance of real 
estate by husband in order to 
bar her dower, and a mortgage 
requires her consent. 

Criminal offense to contrib- 
ute to delinquency of a child; 
penalty of not more than $500 
or imprisonment not exceed- 
ing One year, or both. 

Provisions for support of 
every poor, blind, lame, and 
impotent person unable to 
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Abolishing the system of 
binding out girls committed to 
the industrial school. Sepa- 
rate industrial school for girls 
created. 


The husband must support 
his wife and children under 16 
(legitimate or _ illegitimate); 
non-support is made an extra- 
ditable offense. Parents liable 
for support of children in State 
institutions. 


Improved employers’ lia- 
bility law passed in 1912. As- 
sumption of risk abolished ex- 
cept where remedying defect 
is employe’s chief duty. 


work, by his or her relatives, 
either children, grandchildren, 
parents, or grandparents; pro- 
visions for support of the 
wife’s relatives, either children, 
grandchildren, parents or 
grandparents, who are poor, 
blind, lame, impotent, or un- 
able to maintain themselves. 

Provisions for binding out 
minors maintained by chari- 
table institutions, asylums, or 
corporations, to suitable per- 
sons, without prejudicing 
rights of such institutions over 
the child. 

If husband neglects or de- 
serts wife, she can have inde- 
pendent rights of trade by fil- 
ing a petition and securing a 
certificate from the court. 
Her property is then her own 
absolutely and exempt from 
all claims of husband or his 
creditors. Statute requires 
husband to support wife, and 
family; desertion a misde- 
meanor. 

All policies of life insurance 
or annuities on the life of any 
person for benefit of wife or 
children or dependent relative 
are vested full and clear from 
all claims of creditors of such 
person. 

Employers’ Liability act of 
1907 allows recovery from 
employer for injuries of em- 
ployé, doing away with the 
“fellow-servant”’ rule as a de- 
fense. 

A married woman has same 
right as unmarried person to 
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Dower and curtesy abol- 
ished; neither husband nor 
wife may will away more than 
half of his or her property 
without the other’s consent; 
wife’s will validated. 


Four deputy factory inspec- 
tors are required, one of them 
a woman. 

Law providing for the care 
of the feeble minded. School 
for the Mute and Blind is de- 
clared to be an educational 
institution. 
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acquire and dispose of prop- 
erty real and personal, with 
entire freedom of contract; but 
she may not mortgage or con- 
vey real property unless hus- 
band joins, and may not be- 
come indorser or surety for 
another. 

The widow of an intestate 
who leaves issue has one-third 
of the realty for life and one- 
third of the personalty abso- 
lutely. If without issue, the 
widow has $5,000 worth of 
real or personal estate, be- 
sides the widow’s exemption 
of $300. If estate exceeds 
$5,000, she has one-half the 
remainder for life, and one- 
half the remaining personalty 
absolutely. 

Five of the thirty-nine dep- 
uty factory inspectors must 
be women. 

Institutions for care and 
treatment of feeble minded 
and insane maintained 
throughout and by the state. 
Institutions for care and treat- 
ment of the deaf, dumb, blind, 
consumptive, epileptic, aged, 
indigent, orphan, pauper, and 
sO on, maintained through- 
out and by the state, counties 
or municipalities. 


While minor differences exist in this comparison, the 
picture as a whole does not show that the legislation pro- 
tective of women and children in Colorado is greatly, if 
at all, in advance of that in the male-suffrage state of 
Pennsylvania. The American Vigilance Association calls 


Pennsylvania’s laws on “‘white slavery” and disorderly 
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houses “‘good,” and Colorado’s only “fair.” Colorado 
created in 1913 a Minimum Wage Commission, thus 
coming abreast of male-suffrage Massachusetts, and 
Pennsylvania lacks such a commission. Buta law estab- 
lishing a minimum wage is open to the objection that it 
throws out of employment all who are incapable of earn- 
ing that wage. It does not protect them in industry, it 
simply throws them upon the streets, thence to find their 
way into jails and poorhouses. Designed as a protective 
measure, it has yet to vindicate that purpose, and it seems 
to be adopted irrespective of the votes of women. Aside 
from this it seems clear that if there is any essential dif- 
ference between the protective legislation of Colorado 
and Pennsylvania, it must lie in the degree with which 
the women’s votes compel enforcement of the laws. 

But just how effective do the suffragists themselves feel 
the women’s vote to be in securing redress for their in- 
juries? Do they trust it? Their chief grievance is the 
deprivation of the suffrage. The American Woman 
Suffrage Association says of this, nevertheless, that while 
woman must have the ballot on every other question, she 
cannot be trusted to wield it in deciding this most vital 
question of legal privilege; that only an electorate of men 
is qualified to decide it. The association is convinced that 
every improvement in woman’s position thus far has been 
secured “‘not by a general demand from the majority of 
women, but by the arguments, entreaties and ‘continual 
coming’ of a persistent few.” In the association’s Brief 
History of the suffrage movement it contends that the 
beneficial changes of the last half century in the laws, 
written and unwritten, relating to women have necessarily 
come by the influence of a few men and women. “Not 
one of them would have been made to this day if it had 
been necessary to wait until the majority of women asked 
for it,” the association says. But that is an argument 
against the extension of the suffrage, which works only 
by majorities! 
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It is a valid argument, and it has historical facts in its 
support. Massachusetts in 1895 granted woman the 
right to vote on the question whether the municipal suf- 
frage should be extended without distinction of sex. The 
suffragists made a vigorous campaign in that state. Only 
4 per cent. of the women cared to go to the polls and record 
an affirmative vote. When human grievances have be- 
come intolerable, men have been willing to shed blood for 
their redress. This grievance of the suffragists cannot be 
very widespread or keenly felt, when they fail to persuade 
the women even to signify their protest. 

She that is faithful in that which is least, is faithful also 
in much. Mrs. George, speaking for the National As- 
sociation Opposed to Woman Suffrage, has presented to 
the woman suffrage committee of the Federal Senate the 
record of seventeen years’ voting for school committees 
by the women of Massachusetts. During that time the 
registration showed but 4.8 per cent. of all the women of 
the state who were qualified to register and vote, and 2.1 
per cent., less than one-half of them, actually got to the 
polls. Mrs. George obtained from the town clerk of Ded- 
ham, Mass., the official list of male and female votersin that 
town from 1889 to 1912, which shows a steadily diminish- 
ing female vote from 154 in 1889 to I in 1903; since 1903 
not one of the fifty to seventy women registered in Ded- 
ham has remembered to go to the polls on Election Day. 

If women cannot be expected to look after the interests 
of their children’s schooling, how can they be expected to 
be faithful in the general field of politics? The Massa- 
chusetts State Association Opposed to Woman Suffrage 
has compiled the total vote cast in the Presidential elec- 
tion of 1912 in the six woman suffrage States of California 
Colorado, Wyoming, Washington, Idaho, and Utah — 
1,521,590 out of a total possible vote of 3,200,152 — show- 
ing that only 4714 per cent. of men and women in those 
states cared to go to the polls for the most interesting of 
all elections; comparing this with the 1,587,984 male 
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votes cast out of a possible 2,295,119 votes — 69 per cent. 
of the total—in the six non-suffrage western states of 
Kansas, Nebraska, Oregon, Nevada, South Dakota, and 
Missouri. Now if 69 per cent. of the men voted in the 
woman suffrage states in 1912, then only 17.8 per cent. 
of the women voters in those states actually cast their 
ballots. At any rate, it is certain that the extension of 
suffrage to women results in a notable decrease of the 
actual voting strength of the electorate, as compared with 
the more healthy interest in voting shown by the elec- 
torates of the non-suffrage states. In that same Presiden- 
tial election of 1912, Secretary of State Jordan of Cali- 
fornia reports that 802,000 men and but 180,000 women 
registered to vote — over 93 per cent. of the men, and a 
trifle over 27 per cent. of the women who were qualified 
to register and vote. In the election in Pasadena on 
March 20, 1913, deciding bond issues, some of them for 
parks and playgrounds, only 4,672 men and women cast 
ballots out of a voting population of 16,324; in Los Angeles 
four days later, the Citizens’ Committee’s vigorous cam- 
paign advocating the carrying of certain propositions and 
defeat of others ended in a vote of 31,000 men and women, 
while 130,000 qualified voters of both sexes stayed away. 
Although 45,665 women registered out of 121,000 women 
qualified to register and vote in San Francisco’s local op- 
tion election in 1913, the votes of only 15,087, both men 
and women, were cast in favor of the amendment. In all 
the elections of which there are records of men and women 
voting, the women manifest less interest both in register- 
ing and in voting than the men. 

This fact has its vital bearing on the question of law 
enforcement. If elected officials fail to enforce the law, 
the only corrective is the ballot. Dr. Abbott and Pro- 
fessor Breckinridge, answering Miss Bronson’s statement 
that thirty-nine states compel employers in stores, fac- 
sories, and shops to provide seats for female employés, 
tay that in most of the states where voteless women have 
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got such laws they have never had the means of enforcing 


them. But if the extension of the elective franchise to 
the women of these states should mean the lowering of the 


total vote from 69 per cent. to but 47)% per cent. of the 
possible vote, what prospect is there that the laws will be 


better enforced under woman suffrage? Judge Ben B. 


Lindsey of Colorado, himself a suffragist by propinquity, 


testified in 1910 that his battle with “the Beast” and “‘the 
System” in that state was begun without the help of the 
women leaders who at national meetings had been telling 
how much the women had done for the juvenile court in 


Denver. They dared not help him, Judge Lindsey said, 
and women like Mary C. Bradford and Mrs. Lafferty, 


a member of the Legislature, ‘“‘took the platform against 
me and supported the System.”” He added: 


If anyone believes that woman’s suffrage is a panacea for all 


the evils of our political life, he does not know what those evils 
are. The women are as free of the power of the Beast as the 
men are, and no freer. . . . In a typical American com- 
munity such as ours, where the Beast rules, the women are as 


helpless as the rest of us. . . . Their leaders in politics 
are politicians; when they get their nominations from corpora- 
tion machines they do the work of the corporations; and there 
is almost no way under the Beast to get a party nomination ex- 


cept from a corporation machine. ‘Vomen in politics are human 
beings; they are not “ ministering angels” of an ethereal ideality; 


and they are unable to free us, because they are not free them- 
selves. 


Mrs. Nora Blatch DeForest has tried to show by tables 
that woman’s voting benefits women and children in the 
passage of laws fixing the “‘age of consent” for girls; in 


fixing the age under which the consent of parent or guard- 
ian is necessary for marriage; the age below which em- 
ployment of children in factories is prohibited; the maxi- 
mum length of a day’s work for children, and the hours 
within which women may work in factories. The tabula- 
tion includes the more recent suffrage states of Arizona, 
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California, Illinois, Oregon, and Washington, in which 


most of the beneficial laws enumerated wer® passed under 


male suffrage. In them and in Utah — excepting the four 
other suffrage states where there are no limiting laws for 
women’s work—the average day’s labor for women is 


9.2 hours in the ten suffrage states as against 9.9 hours 


in the nineteen partial suffrage states, and 10.1 hours in 
the nineteen non-suffrage states. The maximum day’s 
work for a child is 8.6 hours in the suffrage states, g hours 
in the partial suffrage states, and 9.5 hours in the non- 


suffrage states, while the ages for prohibited child labor 


are 14.3 years, 14.1 years, and 13.3 years, respectively. 
In the same order, the ages at which the consent of parent 
or guardian is required for marriage of young women 
are 18.9 years, 19.3 years, and 19.1 years, respectively, 


and the ages at which girls may consent to their own 


ruin are 17.§ years, 16.6 years, and 15 years in the three 


groups of states. 
Now, if populations be considered in these three groups, 
instead of political divisions merely, it will be found that 


only 5,193,116 people in the suffrage states of California, 


Colorado, Idaho, and Kansas are under the law which 


fixes the ideal “tage of consent” at 18; that 6,229,263 
people are under this beneficent law in the non-suffrage 
states of Florida, Missouri, and Tennessee, and 17,161,100 


people have passed this law in the partial suffrage states 


of Delaware, Massachusetts, Montana, Nebraska, New 
York, North Dakota, and Wisconsin; it should be ob- 


served, too, that the women voters in the partial suffrage 
states — less than 5 per cent. of those women vote, by the 


way —have nothing to do with electing the men who 


passed this and the other laws discussed by Mrs. DeForest. 


Like proportions of population hold with respect to all the 
laws passed in the three classes of states; taking the 


best law in each case, it may be shown that more people 


have it under male suffrage than under equal suffrage. 
Thus far this article must seem disappointing to sincere 
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suffragists for it reads like an “anti” document. In the 
length and breadth of this Union there are no distinctive 
results of woman suffrage where it has been granted in 
part or in whole. 

But there are abundant results of the feminist move- 
ment. In agitating for the ballot Lucretia Mott and her 
fellow and sister suffragists builded better than they 
knew. In not following the English method of making 
suffrage a paramount issue “first, last, and all the time,” 
they and the latter-day suffragists have rapidly brought 
to pass the feminist reforms, including the extension of 
the suffrage to women. They have not played the shrew 
like the English militants, and they are making greater 
headway than the militants. In this country the redress 
of woman’s grievances has come ante hoc and cum hoc — 
not post hoc, and hardly ever propter hoc — with respect 
to woman’s suffrage. The cases of California and Wash- 
ington, the male-elected legislatures of which gave to 
women workers eight-hour laws at the same time they 
granted them the suffrage, are fairly typical; “indirect 
influence” accomplished both results. 

Whether the vote in woman’s hands may ultimately be 
better utilized; whether she may use it to aid in freeing the 
men voters from their thraldom to long ballots and the 
bosses, with the result of giving both sexes the direct 
influence on their government that they both lack — that 
is a question quite beyond the scope of this article. 
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THE BABY AND THE BEE 


HE baby lay in her carriage looking up at the over- 
hanging soft green leaves and white flowers of a lilac 
bush. A light wind came rather chilly from the north, 
despite the day of blue sky and flooding sunshine, and 
so the carriage had been wheeled a little around a south 
corner of the house, and left there. Baby was alone with 
her thumbs and fingers, her big wide eyes and the warm 
sunshine and her busy little brain. She was a baby of 
early mental development. Her parents thought her in 
the way to be a genius. 

In the white flowers among the soft green leaves of the 
lilac bush busy worker bees foraged. They worked ac- 
tively in the warm sunshine, some lapping up with long 
tongues of marvelous complexity the nectar from the 
open flowerets, while others loaded their thighs with the 
sticky yellowish pollen. They came and went between 
the flowers and their distant hive, each one doing its own 
work unaided and unhindered and even apparently un- 
noticed by any other. 

The baby watched them with big wide eyes, uncompre- 
hending, for nature study had not yet come into her curric- 
ulum. She liked their activity though, and more than 
once put up her tiny hands uncertainly as if to feel or 
grasp them. 

Suddenly one of the bees, with the pollen baskets on 
its thighs filled to overflowing, dropped down on to the 
knitted afghan that covered the baby’s body below the 
arms. It staggered about a moment, buzzed its wings 
violently without being able to fly, and then resignedly 
stood still with legs outspread and wings occasionally 
gently vibrating. The baby’s eyes, soon tired of staring 
up into the too bright sky, turned their attention to her 
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wriggling thumbs, and, a moment after, discovered the 
tired bee. She put out one hand suddenly toward it. 

“Excuse me,” said the bee, “but I wouldn’t touch me 
if I were you.” 

“Why?” asked the baby, “shall I hurt you?” 

“No, but I should have to hurt you,” answered the bee 
gently. 

“You? You little thing hurt me? That’s rather ab- 
surd, isn’t it?” 

“Much littler things than I can hurt much bigger 
things than you,” said the bee, sententiously. “But, 
really, don’t you know what I am, and what I can do?” 

“No, pardon me for my stupid ignorance, but I do not. 
I seem to have seen a picture in one of my father’s books 
that resembles you; but it was labelled Apis mellifica, and 
that told me very little.” 

“Oh! yes, that was me,” proudly replied the bee. 
“That is what I am called in books. But outdoors here 
my name is Bee, Honeybee.” 

“Thank you, Bee. And my name is Baby. I also 
have another name; in fact several other names. But I 
rather prefer Baby. It relieves me of much responsibility, 
and gives me certain powers that my other names fail to 
carry with them. May I ask if you read much?” 

“IT do not read at all,” answered the bee, “I do not 
need to,” it added. “‘I know all that I need to know when 
I am born.” 

“You mean that you do not have to study, to study 
books, long rows of books, in order to know how to live?” 
asked the baby in surprise. “If so then it is no wonder 
that my father writes about you as he does; that he says 
you are the example for us all; and that you and your 
cousins the, er, Formicidae. . . .” 

“Oh, the ants, yes. That we are... ?” 

“‘That you are the true successes among all the animals 
because your knowledge has led you to establish the per- 
fect society, and to become the only true communists 
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among them all. He says that your life should be the 
guide for ours; that when we human beings can thoroughly 
adopt your ways we shall have solved all our problems.” 

“How wonderfully you talk!” interrupted the bee. “I 
suppose that comes from reading. You do read a lot, I 
suppose?” 

“Well, I am making a beginning, yes,” answered the 
baby with a sigh. “But it is discouraging sometimes. 
Here I’ve only just got through the Encyclopedia Bri- 
tannica and now they have turned out a new edition. But 
I get a great deal of my knowledge of life from hearing my 
father and mother talk; and my nurse, she is a very su- 
perior person, too.” 

“Your father writes books? He is a literary man, 
then?” asked the bee. 

“Oh, no; not at all. He is a scientific man. He writes 
books only because he has such important things to tell 
the people.” 

“‘And he writes about me and my cousins the ants? 
He tells the people that they should live as we do? Well, 
that is encouraging. ‘To tell the truth, some of us have 
rather envied you humans. We have wanted to be like 
you.” 

“Oh, that is silly. Anyway, to be like us in our present 
stage of evolution.” 

“In your present stage of, of —I am afraid I don’t 
quite understand,” said the bee, rubbing one antenna 
over its face in a rather bewildered way. 

“Oh, like us as we are now. We are in a dreadful way 
just now. We used to have a very good conceit of our- 
selves. We were even happy. But that was because we 
were so ignorant of our true condition. We know better 
now, thanks to my father and some other observant and 
thoughtful men. They have seen how miserable we are 
and they are telling everybody about it. That is neces- 
sary, you know, in order to change it. They are writing 
about it in the newspapers, in the magazines, in little 
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books, in big books. Our business, our politics, our gov- 
ernment, our society, our religion, our very line of evolu- 
tion; all wrong. At the bottom of it all there is one great 
trouble; we are too much interested in ourselves as in- 
dividuals. We want things for ourselves. We should, of 
course, only want things for the people of the future. We 
should live for the race, not the individual; just as you do, 
you know.” 

“Why, that’s funny! We complain of just the opposite. 
We don’t see why we shouldn’t have some good things 
for ourselves, and not do everything all the time for 
future bees. Even they won’t have a good time for they 
will have to work for still more future bees.” 

“But think of the race; the wonderful race to come!” 
burst in the baby. 

“Ah, yes, I suppose. But pardon me, please, I am 
a little dizzy with all this. You know I dropped down 
here to die; but I have been so much interested in what 
you said. However, I am afraid I really must die in a 
few minutes; and if I don’t seem to be particularly bright 
just now you will understand and excuse me, won’t you?” 
And the bee settled down a little lower on her stiffly out- 
stretched legs, and vibrated both antennae gently as if 
to take a few last smells of the lilac-fragrant air. 

“Why, this is terrible! You poor dear bee. Dying! 
And you talk of it as if it were nothing! Isn’t there some- 
thing we can do? I will call somebody. All I have to do 
is to scream once, and somebody will come in a hurry.” 

“Oh, please don’t trouble yourself at all. Dying is 
of no importance whatever with us, you know. In fact 
if I am old enough or worn out enough to be weak I have 
no right to wish to live longer, and it would be wrong 
for anyone to help me. That is part of our perfect com- 
munism, you know. We only live for each other and for 
the race. And if we are weak or sick — but you know, 
of course, from hearing your father explain it.” 

The baby was silent for a moment. Her big, wide eyes, 
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strained even wider now by horror and pity, were fastened 
on the bee, while it held its own head up as bravely as it 
could to look steadily into the baby’s face. The bee and 
the baby had someway become friends. Both felt it. 
And they were silent together, but understanding each 
other, as friends can. 

The baby spoke first. ‘“‘Dear Bee, if I can’t do any- 
thing to save you, is there anything I can do” — and a 
tear rolled down into her mouth — “after?” 

“Thank you; you are surprisingly good. Do you really 
want to do something? Well, if you could someway 
arrange to see that my load of pollen” — and it moved 
its two laden hind legs slightly — “‘gets to the hive, it 
would be a great favor to me.” 

“Why, that is dreadful again! You are only thinking 
of the others. I mean can’t I do something just for you, 
alone?” 

The bee did not answer. Her hind legs slid down and 
out until they were nearly flat on the afghan. Suddenly 
the baby’s face lighted. And with an extraordinary and 
extremely precocious display of energy and precision of 
movement — thus beautifully proving the words of that 
lamented philosopher who said that we ordinarily draw 
on only about half our resources — she twisted herself 
around so that her hands could reach the bee, and put 
them out directly to it. 

“Now don’t hurt me, the way you said you could,” she 
whispered, “‘for I am going to help you.” And she lifted 
the bee gently in one hand and with the long sharp nail of 
the tiny fore finger of the other —a nail the nurse had 
neglected for several days — she deftly pried the pollen 
masses off the bee’s legs. Then she gently put it down 
again and twisted back into place, smiling happily. 

“There,” she said, “that will relieve you of the weight 
of those horrid great pollen loads. It will help you, I am 
sure.” 

It certainly did help the bee. It stood up much higher 
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on its legs than before. It even made a few feeble steps 
nearer the baby’s face. But it did not say anything for 
a full minute, and when it did speak its voice betrayed its 
very strong feeling. Its antennae quivered, and its wings 
lifted and fell spasmodically. It was a much moved bee. 

“This is very wonderful; the influence you have over 
me, Baby,” it said. “I ought, by all our tradition and 
knowledge, to have stung you. I ought to sting every 
live thing that touches me that doesn’t have the nest odor. 
And you haven’t. But you do have a very pleasing smell, 
someway. Is that the odor of goodness?” 

““Why, no, I suppose it’s just the bathed baby odor,” 
said the baby. “I had my bath only half an hour ago and 
was put out here to go to sleep. Only usually I don’t go 
to sleep. Sometimes I lie and think, and sometimes i 
just lie and feel good.” 

“And then I shouldn’t at all have let you take off my 
pollen loads,” went on the bee, musingly. “If I should be 
found by any bees after I am dead without any pollen 
on my legs or nectar in my honey stomach they would 
think very badly of me indeed. That is,” it added a little 
bitterly, “‘if they should think anything about me at all. 
But I can’t feel as badly as I ought to, someway. I really 
feel a great deal better with those loads off. And I thank 
you for being so good to me.” 

“IT feel much better, too,” said the baby, with a beau- 
tiful smile and sweet little gurgle. ‘Better because you 
are better, and better because I made you better. I don’t 
think either my bath or my bottle makes me feel better. 
You dear bee, I wish I could always help you.” 

“Thank you, Baby. If I were really going to live 
much longer I should always remember your smell, and 
come to you if I were in trouble.” 

“Ah,” cried the baby, with her eyes dancing, “then you 
have learned something. You didn’t know everything 
when you were born, after all. I expect it is not too wise 
to get all one’s knowledge from one’s ancestors. Probably 
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the world changes, and new things come into it, and one 
needs to be ready to learn. Now we humans are much 
newer things than you bees, and there are new things in 
our lives. That’s why my father’s science, which explains 
everything by the old things, has always seemed to me to 
leave something out of account. What does your father 
think about it?” 

The bee lifted its antennae in surprise. Not having 
eyelids to open nor eyebrows to lift, a surprised bee can 
only lift its antennae. 

“Why, of course, I don’t know what my father thinks. 
I don’t know my father. I haven’t even seen him. Or if 
I have seen him with the others in the hive, I haven’t 
known which one was he. I only know he was one of the 
strongest and best flying bees in the hive or he would 
never have been able to marry my mother.” 

The baby, whose eyes had opened very wide as the bee 
first began to speak, soon recovered herself, for she re- 
membered what her father had written in the report of 
one of his committees, the Committee on Eugenics, she 
thought it was. She had read parts of it one day when the 
nurse had left her for an hour in her father’s study. 

“Oh, yes, I had forgotten. Only the biggest and 
strongest bees can be the fathers of the future bees. And 
that’s about all your father does, isn’t it; just be your 
father.” 

“Yes, we kill them off after mother begins bearing us,” 
answered the bee simply. 

“‘Gracious, what a dreadful thing to do 

“Why, not at all. They are all pretty old then. And 
we strong young bees can do the work much better. In 
fact they couldn’t do the work at all. They would only 
be extra mouths to bring food for, and extra bodies to 
give space to in the hive. It is far better for the race to 
get them out of the way,” said the bee. 

“But your mother; you know her, don’t you? And you 
don’t kill her, I hope?” said the baby anxiously. 
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““Well, I do know her, but she doesn’t know me. You 
see when one does nothing but bear children, and has 
twenty or thirty thousand of them, and more, all very 
much alike, she couldn’t expect to be much interested in 
any one of them, or even to know them apart. She only 
bears us; the nurses take care of us from the moment we 
are born until we are able to take care of ourselves. We 
don’t kill our mother, anyway as long as she is vigorous 
and not too old, for it is very economical to have a few 
carefully selected, tested mothers produce all the children. 
But doesn’t your father write about all of that in his book 
that tells people how to live like us?” 

Baby was silent for a little while; then answered thought- 


fully. ‘Why, yes; I had forgotten for the moment. He 
does have most of it in. But I think not that about 
killing off the fathers so soon. I’d hate to think of killing 
my father. He is such good fun sometimes; besides being 
no end of good to me all the time. He is especially good, 
I think, because I am not very strong, you know. I 
guess I shan’t ever be able to walk. It’s my back or 
something. Nobody tells me much, but I have heard 
them talk. And then always father comes and kisses me; 
and he cries a little.” 

The bee looked earnestly up into the baby’s face. “It 
seems to me,” it said after a moment, “that your father 
isn’t very consistent. If you can never walk, he ought 
to kill you now, hadn’t he? Excuse me, I didn’t mean to 
say anything dreadful, but isn’t that what the welfare of 
your race demands? Only strong well people to live; 


especially the women, the mothers of the race?” 

The baby had recovered from her start at the bee’s 
first words, and kept silent, evidently very thoughtful. 
Then a slow smile came over her face. 

“T guess it’s just because my father is a human being 
and not a bee or any other lower animal that he isn’t 
consistent. Excuse me, but you know we have to call 
them that from our point of view. We are animals; science 
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is right about that. And we do animal things. But there 
are so many different animal things. Not all animals 
are alike, are they? There are big differences between 
you and a starfish, aren’t there; or just a stupid polyp that 
can only shut up and open like a plant, and eat, and bud 
off little polyps and jellyfishes. And probably there are 
big differences between a man and, well, even a bee or 
an ant. It’s the scientific fashion just now to be awfully 
economical about explanations. What will explain a polyp 
is tried on the bees; and what explains the successful life 
of the bees and ants is made to do for human beings. I 
sometimes think my father’s training is too much for his 
head. I know it contradicts his heart. Do you know, 
though, he isn’t so inconsistent as he seems. For he says 
to mother that, weak as I am, I may sometime do more 
for the world than the strongest washerwoman that ever 
bore ten children. He says,” and the baby dropped her 
voice to a soft whisper, “that I may write a beautiful 
poem or a great book that teaches faith and love, and do 
the world a lot of good by it. And mother says that 
whether I write it or not, I am a poem of beauty and a 
book that teaches love. So I suppose that is why father 
is so inconsistent about — about killing me, you know.” 

Just then a step sounded from the path around the 
corner. 

“Oh, that is the nurse,” cried the baby. “She will 
take me in. And she is so stupid; she won’t let me have 
you in the house.” 

“Qh, well, anyway I have to be dying so soon now,” 
said the bee, also a little sadly. ‘I am sorry that I can 
never see you again. It has all been so interesting. And 
you have taught me some things, and besides, and more 
than all, you have been good to me. I —I think you are 
going to be worth while to your race. I think you are 
already. You are worth while to all of us; to the whole 
world. You have given me ten minutes of happy living. 
Could you do just one Jittle thing more for me? Will you 
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drop me down under the lilac bush, so I can have our 
flowers, that we both like so well, over me when I am 
dead?” And one antenna rubbed slowly over one of the 
bee’s eyes, as if this approach to humanness had engen- 
dered the impossible, a bee’s tear. 

The baby twisted her infirm little body about again, 
stretched out her hands, and gently lifted the bee. “‘Good- 
bye, dear Bee,” she whispered; “‘Good-bye, dear Baby,” 
answered the bee. Then the baby carried the bee to her 
lips, and kissed it. 

At that very moment the nurse leaned over the carriage 
with an indulgent smile on her face, which changed swiftly 
to horrified dismay as she saw the bee at baby’s lips. She 
cried aloud, while baby with a quick flirt of little hands 
lightly tossed the bee under the lilac. As the nurse saw 
the tears streaming down the baby’s face she believed 
her worst fears realized, and catching the child to her 
bosom, she ran into the house saying over and over: 

““Did a bad bee sting my itty bitty sweetie angel?” 
And as she ran she was amazed to hear among the baby’s 
sobs what sounded like a spoken word repeated again and 
again. Baby really seemed to be saying, “‘No, No, No, 
No!” 





THE CASE FOR PIGEON-HOLES 


HE gigantic desk at which the Essayist was seated 

displayed row on row of pigeon-holes, and above 
them all was a big white card, on which appeared, in 
distinct black letters: 


Saturday, January 31, 1914 


780 @. Mn «.... 8890 Ms... Vinca Pigeon-holes 
a ee) eer Miscellany 
$40 Ps Mine... 


but the rest of the day need not concern us. 

The Essayist had been reared in a stronghold of Method 
— a home where the dishes were never left over and the 
tools were always returned to their places, where the chil- 
dren always went to Sunday School and never stopped 
to think that they didn’t enjoy it, and their elders always 
went to prayer-meeting and never missed church — in 
a word, where everybody was always doing everything 
never and always, and nobody ever doing anything some- 
times. 

Thus it came to pass that the Madness of Method 
followed, or rather pursued, him all his days, and his exist- 
ence was filled with devices for the facilitation of the 
business of life. The big desk was one of these devices. 
It had a hundred and twenty pigeon-holes, and their 
labelling, especially in the rows that were to receive classi- 
fied ideas, was a triumph of invention. He had had 
trouble with ideas. They got wrongly assorted, or lost, 
got away over night, flew at him in parabolic curves and 
never came back, or flitted about his head and would not 
submit to scrutiny, and otherwise flouted him. He would 
have no more of it. 

Just now he was contemplating with a glow of satisfac- 
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tion not only his own particular pigeon-holes, but Pigeon- 
holes Universal. Blessings on the soul of that primitive 
man, the first really deserving to be called ancestor of the 
human race, who noticed that some things were like 
other things — that the world about him was not a mere 
agglomeration of endless individual objects and phe- 
nomena! What an impulse to the setting in order of the 
world’s business, for example, and what relief to himself, 
when the Lucretian father of astronomy and history 
settled to the satisfaction of himself and his hairy fellows 
that the same sun they saw sink behind the hills at night 
would appear again next morning: - 


And when the sun and light of day had gone, 
With wailings loud they did not roam the fields, 
Crying for it among the shades of night, 

But quiet lay, in slumber sepulchred, 

Until the sun, with rosy torch, should come, 
And bring his light into the heaven again. 


Hence the pigeon-holing of day and night, of moon and 
stars, of seasons and years, “‘seed-time and harvest, heat 
and hoary frost,”’ of all the possibilities of life and achieve- 
ment. Incomparable benefaction! 

And what ineffable relief — his thoughts ran on — when 
men began to realize that some human beings were like 
others not only in form, but in feeling; that it was not 
necessary to scan each individual act of your neighbor in 
order to form a basis for each of your own acts, but that 
some details of conduct were semper, ubique, ab omnibus! 
What a gain to be able to classify men into friends and 
enemies, to set apart by themselves the common good and 
the common bane, to be aware of correspondences of 
action and emotion, to judge of the future by the past! 
What an advance on the high road leading to stability of 
expectation and all its fruitful consequences! 

And when men began to apply the principle of pigeon- 
holing to the actual business of life, what economy of 
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time and of energy! Civilization itself, with its multi- 
tudinous associations of human beings in common effort, 
was a big desk with pigeon-holes. Man had noticed, and 
was fast approaching the peak of perfection, while the 
races of wild, wide-wandering beasts, ignorant both of 
the blessings and of the very conception of pigeon-holing, 
still lived their hard and coarse existence among the 
acorn-bearing groves, 


Of common welfare had no thought, nor knew 
The use of law and custom among men. 


With all its intelligence, effort, and boldness, what 
would the human race not achieve! What had it not 
achieved already! The Essayist’s enthusiasm was kin- 
dled as he thought of the past and present wonders of 
classification and organization — of races, nations, par- 
ties, unions, communities, families; of the marvels of 
social, educational, political, industrial, and military 
cooperation; of the religions and philosophies of history; 
of classified and recorded knowledge. He thought of the 
arts, sciences, law, and the crafts, with everything about 
them all printed in books and deposited in libraries, where 
anyone might read and learn. What high and rapid 
building, what numerous and rushing trains, what capa- 
cious liners and freighters, what ease and quickness of 
communication, what mingling of nations, what univer- 
salization of ideas! What wise use of means, and what 
efficiency! In education alone, scores of thousands of 
children in his own land, large and small, rich and poor, 
various in blood, quality, and color, were at that moment 
being instructed by common methods with common 
money in common ideas and ideals — the homogeneous 
fine flour of American citizenship ground in one great 
mill of omnicapacious hopper. 

He looked next into the future, and there saw glorious 
visions. For pigeon-holing was not only progress, but 
cumulative progress. The greatest of its many virtues 
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was that the more it was perfected, the more time there 
was to make it still more perfect. Pigeon-holing begat 
organization; organization begat leisure; leisure begat 
contemplation; contemplation begat wisdom; wisdom 
begat action; action begat progress; progress meant ad- 
vance in civilization; and civilization meant more and 
better pigeon-holing. The chain was endless. 

Yes, pigeon-holing meant cumulative progress, and the 
cumulative process had never been so rapid, nor given 
so much promise, as just now. The world had never 
before possessed so many appliances to facilitate the 
pigeon-holing of men and things and movements. There 
had always been enormous losses in efficiency. Now, 
however, nothing was being lost or wasted, as in the days 
when System had been a less jealous goddess; now, every- 
thing which men found out was being accurately recorded 
or neatly tied up, or carefully deposited, or put into the 
general circulation of life universal, or otherwise con- 
served. 

And not only was everything conserved, but production 
itself, thanks to pigeon-holing, was far more rapid now 
than ever before. -The march of civilization was quicken- 
ing to double time. Pigeon-holing and Efficiency were 
the two great features of the age, and walked, or rather 
rushed, hand in hand. The more pigeon-holing, the more 
efficiency; the more efficiency, the more time saved; the 
more time saved, the more pigeon-holes; and so on, with 
ever increasing momentum, in saecula saeculorum amen. 
From the labor unions that maintained walking delegates 
and boycotts, to the great trusts that were responsible for 
high-priced beef and long-packed eggs and pure-food 
inspectors, everyone was working with the greatest pos- 
sible speed and efficiency, and everything was being 
pigeon-holed to the utmost perfection. It was the age of 
time-tables and interest-tables, cash registers, and adding 
machines; steam shovels, steam seeders, harvesters, and 
threshers; cyclometers, pedometers, and taxicabs; type- 





The Case for Pigeon-Holes 347 


writing and linotyping and photography; telephones and 
automobiles and book reviews; technical schools and 
teachers’ courses, education by correspondence, books on 
etiquette and how-to-enjoy-the-arts, piano-players and 
phonographs; library cataloguers, Who’s Whos, encyclo- 
pedias, and blanks-to-be-filled-out-and-returned-at-once; 
world languages, one-class steamers, democracy, cosmo- 
politanism, and peace conferences; tinned foods, depart- 
ment stores, and women’s clubs; reference Bibles, dic- 
tionaries of handy quotations, hints on diet, menus for 
the month, short cuts to culture, wireless telegraphy, big 
guns and big business, joy riding, air-ships, simplified 
spellings, and a universal A.B. degree. 

Let us not be surprised if the Essayist grew a trifle 
delirious. Progress is a thing of enthusiasm, and its dev- 
otees are easily wrought upon by the frenzy of the god. 

What was to be the glorious goal of this cumulative 
progress? The Essayist’s thoughts took on aérial daring. 
In the realm of knowledge, for example — what an in- 
spiring vision! He had often thought of the pity of it — 
that scholars through the ages had consumed their lives 
in effort that was largely in vain: laboriously amassing the 
knowledge possessed by their predecessors, only to die 
and leave it as scant as when they had received it. 

But that was in the olden time. Now, with the art of 
printing democratized, with specialization firmly estab- 
lished, with all the wonderful book-keeping and card- 
cataloguing that characterized intellectual activities, with 
the willingness of scholars to study and record everything, 
and of libraries to purchase and preserve everything, for 
fear of losing anything, with all the learning of the past 
immediately at hand, and with all the means and ap- 
pliances available for its rapid utilization, why might 
scholarship not aspire to reach the absolute heights of 
knowledge? Might it not be possible now for the scholar 
to receive the torch of learning fully ablaze, and to run 
the race that was set before him without the necessity of 
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stopping to renew or even trim it — for him to make, so 
to speak, more effective dashes at the pole of learning — 
or to build to the very heaven the intellectual Tower of 
Babel, whose downfall would not be so easily possible 
now as in an age when men had not been alive to the 
need of linguistic pigeon-holes? 

But intellect was not the greatest thing in the world. 
Might not the ever increasing skill in pigeon-holing lead 
before long to a definition of religion, the cessation of 
doctrinal quarrels, and the sinking of all differences in a 
common ideal of administration, conduct, and even be- 
lief? Yes; might it not lead to the final obliteration of 
national and racial, and even social, distinctions? Might 
it not lead, and at no distant date, not only to democracy 
and social equality, but to universal democracy — when 
the war-drum throbbed no longer, etc.? 

Having thus in imagination surveyed the glories of 
pigeon-holing, the Essayist seized upon his pen, and 
rapidly set his thoughts to paper, not omitting to make 
liberal use of the pigeon-holes before him whenever he 
adumbrated quotations with which he thought his page 
might be embellished. 

The task finished, he glanced at the clock. The fore- 
noon was only half spent. Looking over his sheets, too, 
he observed that his essay was only half the length an 
intelligent and good-natured reader ought to endure. 

This was just as he would have it, for he had begun with 
the definite intention of appearing both for and against 
pigeon-holes. There was time enough left to make his 
work symmetrical by presenting the other side, and to 
append a conveniently stated conclusion. He knew from 
the editors that readers in general disliked nothing quite 
so much as being left to make up their own minds. 


So he took up the pen again. 
What! After all that rhapsodizing, not a believer in 


pigeon-holes? 
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Not so bad as that. He was a believer, but not a blind 
believer. The fact is, he had a lively sense of the limita- 
tions of pigeon-holing. He had arrived at familiarity 
with both its virtues and its defects through personal ex- 
perience. He had dealt in pigeon-holes himself, had made 
them, used them, and had been in them, and for years 
had been growing more and more conscious that the use 
of them was a difficult and delicate matter. 

Earlier in life, it had not been so. He still remembered 
vividly the time when all men were easily classifiable — 
into good and bad, Christian and heathen, saved and un- 
saved, rich and poor, wise and foolish, as easily as into 
black and white, or fat and lean; when all nations except 
the United States, and all governments except democracy, 
were inferior. He remembered the surprise with which 
he had heard for the first time that there was a difference 
between prohibition and temperance, that there were many 
forms of intemperance besides drunkenness, that English 
government had many points of superiority over American. 
He had always supposed that with those questions it 
was as with slavery in the mind of Charles Sumner: 
“‘Gentlemen, to this slavery question there can be no other 
side.” 

He also recalled the ferment started in his mind by a 
much respected teacher’s remark that all truth was rela- 
tive, not absolute: whether a man was good depended on 
what you meant by goodness; whether two and two made 
four depended on whether one and one made two; gram- 
mar and spelling were after all only fashions, and things 
that appeared in print might not be true; not even the 
dictionary was absolute, and the Bible was not inspired 
in every letter and punctuation mark. 

All this shook the ground under his feet, and it took 
some time to recover. That about the Bible and the dic- 
tionary was especially confounding. He reeled to and 
fro, and staggered like a drunken man, and was at his 
wit’s end. 
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You will call him stupid. He was. Most pigeon- 
holers are, to tell the truth. He was like them in being 
so busy with virtuous action that he found but little time 


for thought. He used the pigeon-holes customary in his 


neighborhood, without questioning the correctness of 


content or label. 
But in time he came to realize that there was religion 


outside of sects and that there were many believers who 


were unconscious unbelievers, that men might be honest 
and still dishonorable, that a great deal of the most per- 
nicious lying in the world was done without the utterance 
of a syllable, that the guiltless were often criminal and the 
criminal guiltless, that many democrats were really aris- 
tocrats, many fools really wise, many a rich man poor and 
many a poor man rich, many a learned man ignorant, 
many pessimists really optimists, and many optimists 
really stumbling-blocks to progress. 


By the Saturday morning on which we catch sight of 


him, he had come to have a wholesome distrust of the 
pigeon-holes of others; and whenever he took a specimen 
from his own, he submitted it to fresh examination, toler- 
ating pigeon-holes at all only under perpetual protest 


against men’s careless use of them. 


For there were multitudinous differences between things 
to all appearances absolutely alike. It was impossible 
to classify even the inanimate without some sort of vio- 
lence. Even the products of the die and the press showed 


variation, however infinitesimal; and as for Nature, in 


her realm there were no two things alike. Plants, animals, 
persons, mountains, valleys, and streams — unending 
variety was the rule. The two faces most alike in all the 
world proved widely different on close examination, and 
the points of difference between the persons who owned 


them were infinite. 

And not only that. Not only were all individual things 
really different from all other things, but each individual 
thing seemed different to different persons. Pigeon-holing 
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implied pigeon-holers, and no two pigeon-holers were 
alike. Like the artists in Plato, they saw the same thing 


from different angles: “I mean, that you may look at a 


bed from different points of view, obliquely or directly, 
or from any other point of view, and the bed will appear 
different, but there is no difference in reality.”” The same 
man appeared better or worse, according to the standards 
of his judge; the same rain was good or bad, according to 
the health or the purpose of the person under the um- 
brella. One man’s meat was another man’s poison. No 
two men ever formulated the same definition of a thing, 
let alone an abstraction; and if definitions agreed in words, 
the words themselves meant different things to their 
authors. The Essayist thought of the desperate pass of 
Philosophy, patiently waiting while her disciples fruit- 
lessly endeavored to define each other’s definitions. Lucky 
for life that living did not hang on wisdom of that sort! 


Yes, more than that; no thing — at least, no living 
thing — had ever been seen twice in exactly the same 
aspect by the same person. Not only did the object 
change from second to second, under the outward impulse 
of sun and wind and rain and the inner impulse of expand- 


ing cell, but the beholder himself was absolutely identical 
at no two moments. He might change his physical posi- 
tion, or be subject to any of the thousand mutations that 
sweep over the human spirit like waves of shadow over the 


wheat. Everything was in the state of flux. Becoming, 


not Being, was the order of all things. And more, each 
reacted not only upon its fellow, but upon everything 
else. The shifting of an atom affected every other atom 
in the universe. Withdraw a drop of water from the ocean, 
and there was immediate readjustment of all the waters 


that covered the earth. Withdraw a member from human 


society, or change him by ever so little —in health, so 
that he ate more; in stature, so that he wore more; in 
morals, so that he acted differently — and the whole 
fabric suffered modification. Nothing could be lost, 
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nothing changed, without impairing in some sort the 


universal order. Nothing could be duplicated. 

And so in the world of ideas. There was no item of 
truth not connected with and dependent upon all other 
truth. Let an individual idea in the ocean of a man’s 


ideas suffer modification, and there was instant readjust- 


ment of all his other ideas, and of his emotions, and of 
his actions; and, under their impulse, of the actions, emo- 


tions, and ideas of all other individuals. Truth was one 


great, unified whole, never yet beheld, save in partial 
vision, by the human mind. To know one item in all its 
connections was to possess all knowledge. For the bot- 
anist who knew completely the flower, the mystery of the 
universe was solved. 

What folly, then, to look for perfect pigeon-holing, when 
no two atoms could be found alike, to say nothing of the 
motions of the human spirit, 


Swift as a shadow, short as any dream. 


And what injustice and cruelty might it be guilty of, did 
its devotees become too rapt in their enthusiasm! 


What injustice had they not been guilty of, in the past! 


What violence done to nature and to man! What forcings 
together and what tearings asunder! What attenuations 


and amputations on Procrustean beds! What heart- 


burnings they had caused, what hatred and what strife! 


What wars on sea and land, what slaughter, what laying 
waste, what famine, disease, and hardship, what bereave- 
ment, what languishings in prison, what falling of men 
from high estates, what oppression, what rackings and 
twistings and manglings of limbs, what persecutions and 
executions and excommunications and banishments, what 
sunderings of nations and communities, what separations 
of persons really congenial who would have been friends 


if left to themselves, what disorders — all sprung from 
men’s desire to force their fellows into their,own social 
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and religious pigeon-holes! And ideas — what struggling 
and bleeding and screaming of them at being forced by 
brutal hands into narrow and stifling cells with other 
ideas in mutual hot resentment. History was filled with 
the heartless compulsion of men and things and ideas into 
groups where they rebelled against going. 

Nor were persecutions and strife confined to the past. 
The injustices of pigeon-holing were rampant in the Essay- 


ist’s own enlightened time. The old-time sets of pigeon- 


holes might no longer be used to such deadly purpose, 
but there were others that bade fair to take their place. 
The pigeon-holes of religion were less insisted on, but the 


pigeon-holes of science gave promise of another tyranny 


hardly less unendurable. The two prime factors in tyr- 
anny — arrogant authority and superstitious multitude — 
were already clearly to be seen. The tyranny of aristo- 
cratic pigeon-holing seemed past, but its place was being 
taken by the hardly less outrageous tyranny of democ- 
racy’s pigeon-holes. In a world that boasted of producing 
the greatest equality known to human kind, there were 
more classifiers and more class feeling than men had ever 
known before. The pigeon-holes were different, but they 
were there, and their partitions as impenetrable as ever. 
The very consciousness that they were in different com- 
partments kept men from attempting to understand each 
other, let alone their real differences; more, it made them 
hostile, and even aggressive. What philosopher, from 
Thales to the latest enemy of Pragmatism, what dogma- 
tist, from the Stoic to the latest ridiculer of Christian 
Science, what political critic, from Aristophanes to the 
anarchist of yesterday, ever tried or was willing to under- 
stand his opponent, and did not wilfully misrepresent in 
order to confute him? Longfellow was right when he 
said that the South should come to see the North, the 
North go to see the South, and then the war would be 
over. Let men forsake their pigeon-holes and meet face 
to face, and many a problem of religion, philosophy, 
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sociology, industry, and pedagogy would cease to be a 
problem — and many an official and professorial chair 
would be vacant. 

But for the most part, either from their own impulse 
or from compulsion, men remained in their pigeon-holes. 
Many a man who had voluntarily emerged found his 
fellows unwilling to stir to meet him, or even take note of 
his having come forth. Many a man could not get out, if 
he would, and spent his life beating against the partitions, 
clamoring loudly and unheeded for redistribution on the 
ground of a thousand facts. 

In vain! The malefactor and-the magdalen could be 
rescued from their pigeon-holes only by a miracle, were 
they ever so repentant and filled with good works. The 
world had disposed of them, ceased to consider them, 
forgotten them — even though it was a loser as well as 
a tyrant. What service had been lost to the State by the 
pigeon-holing of party — talent and patriotism denied a 
sphere of usefulness because of being among the minority! 
What willing hearts lost to religion because of the pigeon- 
holes of creed and denomination! And there were men 
who were misjudged and abused all their lives long, living 
sacrifices to some accident of pigeon-holing, and to the 
neglect which was its usual consequence. Give a dog a 
bad name, and hang him. 

Away with pigeon-holing then, as violent, tyrannical, 
and oppressive, a foe to individuality of men and ideas, 
and an obstacle to real progress! Away with curbs and 
yardsticks and tapes and molds and stamps and presses 
and dies, and all manner of interference with nature and 
her methods of expansion! Let nature, and especially 
human nature, realize itself, like any plant or flower! 
Fired by imagination, the Essayist started up, glowering 
at his desk and thinking of the axe. He had not yet 
attained, you see, to the full measure of Scientific Calm, 
and was in a fair way to usurp the functions of judge, 
jury, and sheriff, as well as attorney. 
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But he sat back again, and reflected. No pigeon-holes 
at all? What heresy, thus to fly in the face of his own 
practice, and of evolution! Imagine it — for men to eat 
only when hungry, to plan a costume for every dinner out, 
to have no office hours and no fixed prices, no churches 
and no schools, no coined money, no uniforms in parades, 
and no parades, no laws to regulate conduct in the large, 
no street numbers, no marks by which to detect a book 
agent or a mine promoter before answering the door-bell, 
no catalogues, no voting-machines, no diplomas, no mar- 
riage-bond, no social and religious ties at all! Why, what 
was that but anarchy? 

Of course it was anarchy, and the Essayist knew it all 
the time. You must remember that he had set out to 
present both sides of the case. If he was a bit carried 
away by his own pleading, that is not a bad fault in the 
advocate. 

And now he was ready to assume also the role of judge, 
and to charge the jury — by which I mean, of course, the 
readers of THE UNPOPULAR. 

Being a Horatian, he summed up in favor of the Golden 
Mean, and recommended pigeon-holing to the favorable 
consideration of the jury. It had its proper use, and it 
had its misuse. There was harmless pigeon-holing, where 
you reduced to order dead and material things, or classi- 
fied living entities on the basis of essentials. So long as 
you did no great violence, and were ready to entertain 
motions for reconsideration, it was desirable for the sake 
of economy in time and energy to use pigeon-holes, even 
at some cost. In other words, if you were to enjoy the 
benefits of civilization, or, indeed, to possess it at all, you 
must introduce into the anarchy of perfect individualism 
a greater or less degree of the artificiality of collectivism. 

But there was a limit beyond which neither individual 
man nor society in the aggregate should go. 

A limit, Your Honor? And pray, who was to establish 
the limit? That was not so easy. Clearly, no man could 
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establish the limit for another man. Each man must 
determine for himself; and society must determine for 
its self, by means of that most mysterious of all conscious- 
nesses, the universal consciousness. 

In other words, pigeon-holing was the creation of no 
rule; it was an Art. The masterpiece was an individual 
product, a resolution of many forces. And civilization, 
so closely dependent upon pigeon-holing, was an Art, 
not a science — no, not even a social science. Let those 
who looked to save society by invention and application 
of rules alone consider well their ways. No anarchist was 
farther removed than they from the truth that should 
make men free. 

In still other words, it was the Golden Mean which 
society, as well as the individual, should strive for. And 
this was no easy Panacea. The Golden Mean meant 
struggle — a struggle constant and eternal — to maintain 
an equilibrium. You had to watch unceasingly your 
balances, and to shift and reshift your weights — without 
intermittence, and forever. The devotion called for was 
so great that it took the inspiration of religious ideals to 
insure it. Human society was a Gothic cathedral —a 
unified and beautiful structure, but one whose complex 
members exerted everlasting pressure each on each, and 
must not long be left to themselves. To measure, and 
hew, and build, was not all. The pile could not be 
finished at once and forever. Let the architect relax his 
watchfulness, and decaying members soon would spoil 
the symmetry of the noble lines, or even precipitate the 
whole in awful ruin. 

And here was where lay most of the trouble with pigeon- 
holing, past and present. Man was lazy. It was not 
wholly the enlightened desire for progress which had 
inspired him to pigeon-holing, and was continuing to 
inspire. Dislike of work, and selfishness, and vanity, all 
played a part as well, and not a small one. 

It was so reposeful to dispose of things in the large — to 
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educate by the hundred thousand, to rest in the arms of 
creed, to stand at the lever of a great machine, to have 
your tailor plan your suits and the cook or the newspaper 
your meals, to have a dozen pigeon-holes into which you 
conveniently popped new acquaintances and had them 
off your mind forever. It was so much easier to force 
men to accept your own beliefs and plans than to take 
the trouble to acquaint yourself with theirs. It was so 
much more satisfying and final to follow mere logic and 
go to the end of the process than always to be engaged in 
that most laborious of tasks —thinking and forming 
judgments. To write a volume embodying all the facts 
was much easier than to write an essay presenting the 
essentials and their interpretation. A perfectly demo- 
cratic or a perfectly absolute government was far less 
difficult to plan than the ideal commonwealth. It was 
much easier to act on insufficient premises than to travail 
with thought and find that after all there was no ground 
for action. It was easier to be an ignoramus or a pedant 
than a real scholar, a dogmatist or an atheist than a good 
preacher, a lecturer on education than a teacher, a slouch 
or a dandy than a well dressed man, a persecutor or a 
humanitarian than a saver of souls, a despot or an anar- 
chist than a shepherd of the people, a censor or an abettor 
than a monitor and adviser, a total abstainer or a drunkard 
than a temperate man, a conservative or a radical than 
a patriot, a boor or a fop than a gentleman. It was easier 
to be a beast, or not to be at all, than to be a MAN. 

The Essayist looked at the clock. It was twelve-thirty. 
Once more he had successfully pigeon-holed the hours of 
his morning. 











THE GREEKS ON RELIGION AND MORALS 


I 


F any lesson can be learned from history, which 
historians tell us is not the case, it would seem to 

be that what we call “‘goodness”’ is on the whole ineradi- 
cable. By goodness the race survives. Every one of us, 
struggle as he may, is constrained in his degree to be less 
bad than he might be. Many of us confess freely that we 
do not know why this is so. We do not know whether 
there is a moral law. If there is a moral law, we do not 
know whether its origin is transcendental and arbitrary, 
biological and definitely ascertainable, or social and fluc- 
tuating. Moreover we do not so much as know whether 
we are free agents, choosing continually between good and 
evil, or automata, feeling, to be sure, the stress of conflict- 
ing forces, but bound mathematically to follow the line 
of their compromise. We are of course comfortably able 
to ignore all these considerations in our everyday trains 
of thought. Just as the schoolboy learns to say parrotwise 
that the sun sits still and swings us round, though he 
sees him every evening descend to rest in New Jersey like 
a tired commuter; and just as the uncompromising idealist 
behaves exactly like the man who believes in the know- 
able reality of the world; so the most convinced deter- 
minist must act from morning to night as though he were 
a free agent, and must judge his fellowmen as though 
they too were choosers. Moreover almost all of us adopt 
instinctively some concrete reason for the choices we 
assume we are making. These reasons being inevitably 
partial and ludicrously incommensurate with the cosmic 
results that we hang upon them, are constantly in process 
of giving way under the strain. The so-called “religious” 
reasons land us in the position of having to give an im- 
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moral basis for morality. Either they involve the doc- 
trine of a future life, and so vitiate the moral impulse with 
egoism at its source, or, with a diminished confidence in 
the sureness of reward, which is all to the good, they tend 
to perpetuate affirmations that have lost their meaning, 
which is all to the bad. It seems to have been on the whole 
a misfortune that religion and morality, which historically 
and logically have neither more nor less to do with each 
other than marriage and love, should have become pro- 
foundly associated in Europe in the last two thousand 
years. The most pressing duty of the moralist — and 
every man is a moralist — is to dissolve the merger, and 
there are circumstances connected with its origin which 
may lessen our estimate of the inconvenience involved 
in the dissolution. The mythology, cult, doctrine, ex- 
egesis and ethics of Christianity are considerably more 
Greek than Hebraic in origin, and the Greeks in their 
prime had excellent ways of their own of dealing with all 
these matters. They managed to be profoundly religious 
while avoiding the two pits into which the Hebrews fell, 
first, the confounding of myth with history, and, second, 
the erection of morals on a supernatural, jural and egoistic 
basis. Let us then consider the Greeks. 


II 


The most remarkable fact in connection with the reli- 
gion of the Greeks is its attitude towards the use of the 
reason. Of all the religions known to us this exercised 
the least restrictive power over the minds of those who 
entertained it. Over their conduct in matters of ritual 
it did of course exercise power both restrictive and posi- 
tive, but the reason it left free. Greek religion is therefore 
recalcitrant to M. Reinach’s definition of religion in gen- 
eral as “a sum of scruples which impede the free exercise 
of our faculties.” All that was obligatory was ritual; 
there was no confession of faith, the priests did not form a 
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class with vested interests to maintain. The absence of 
dogma from a religion will not recommend it to every- 
body, but those who regard that as a fortunate circum- 
stance will grant that the credit rests not with the religion 
itself but with the people who hold it. Just as any state 
can have as many paupers as it cares to pay for, so any 
body of religionists can have as many dogmas as it chooses 
to encourage. Greek religion began like any other with 
its terrors, its taboos and its magic. If it did not tie up 
its adherents hand and foot, as other primitive religions 
have done, that was due to the psychological idiosyncracy 
of the Greeks. When their time of expansion was over 
they became the patients and the agents of dogma, but 
in connection with a foreign religion. It might have been 
expected from the history of native religions in Greece, 
that the strong influence of Greek thought on early Chris- 
tianity would have been anti-dogmatic. On the contrary, 
practically the whole dogmatic structure of the fathers, 
though Oriental in spirit, is Greek in form. The tradi- 
tion of free thought could not stand before St. Paul, and 
Greek religion, which for fifteen hundred years had given 
the world a lesson in the true function and status of 
mythology, lent itself in its decay to the creation of a sys- 
tem which, in the hands of races of very different tem- 
perament, became dogma. But though Greek religion 
began with magic and ended with dogma, it very early 
rendered the one harmless, and never submitted to the 
other in connection with a native cult. 

For the primitive Greek, as for the primitive Hebrew, 
the Latin, the Maori, the Melanesian, the American 
Indian, the world was full of a mysterious force, unac- 
countable, able either to curse or to bless; and man’s very 
existence depended on his ability to learn the laws of this 
power’s action, to direct it if possible, and if not, to pla- 
cate it. As man proceeds along the well-worn path to 
animism, the force comes to be thought of as wielded by 


will and intelligence like his own. But he never leaves it 
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behind him. After the gods are born, he worships them 
in terms of it. From his earliest ritualistic act, to the con- 
temporary sacrament of the Christian church, holy water 
for instance has been the means of salvation. For un- 
numbered ages ritual has remained unchanged, but its 
psychology has changed. What is everywhere performed 
today with hope, originated everywhere in the dark past 
with fear. 

The Eleusinian mysteries sprang doubtless from as 
primitive beginnings as any Greek ritual of which we have 
knowledge. Nevertheless they are free from many of the 
marks of primitive ritual. They show no cannibalism, 
probably no totemism, certainly no orgiastic excesses. 
If animal sacrifice was practised in the precincts, no blood 
was spilt in the hall of the mysteries. Moreover there 
was originally nothing either mystic or mysterious about 
them, in our sense. But a god came to be associated with 
them, a newcomer to Greece, who brought mystery and 
mysticism in his train, a god whose mission was to emo- 
tionalize religion. Dionysus, of Thracian origin, was, to 
begin with, a vegetation-power, the son of the earth- 
goddess. The vine with its strange psychic powers be- 
came the plant oftenest associated with him, but the plane 
and the pine were also his, and if he was Dionysus-the- 
Grape at Philippi, he was Dionysus-the-Ivy at Acharnania. 
Remnants of strong magic, compelling the earth to fer- 
tility, were present in his rites. Like other vegetation- 
powers he had a dark side; he suffered death and resurrec- 
tion, and was powerful in the world of the dead. In the 
history of culture the ritual of Dionysus has a distin- 
guished place as the putative father of tragedy. In the 


history of religion that ritual is chiefly remarkable for 


having brought into Greece, together with all the phenom- 
ena of auto-suggestion, a conception that was to have a 
portentous sequel, the conception of a sacramental meal 


consisting of the body and blood of the god himself, by 
partaking of which the communicant shared the divine 
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nature. The whole aim of the Dionysiac method in its 
native Thrace was hypnosis; the wild Bacchic dance, the 
tossing of the head, the frantic clash of the tambourine, 
the harrowing cry of wind-instruments, the waving of 
torches in the night, the use of stimulants or narcotics, 
and finally the rending and devouring of the still quivering 
flesh of the animal which incarnated the god, were all 
means of so altering the psychic states of the participant 


that he was no longer conscious of the operation of his 


own will, but was filled with the god, — enthusiastic. The 
practical aim of the induced ecstasy was doubtless ori- 
ginally the acquisition of divine power for magical pur- 
poses. As the savage eats his brave enemy to acquire his 
bravery, so the early agrarian eats the vegetation-god to 


acquire his power of making things grow. But in classical 
times the phenomena of enthusiasm had taken on a sig- 
nificance that overshadowed the claims of vegetation- 
magic. Among a people temperamentally self-restrained, 


nothing is more curious than the psychology of self- 


abandonment. If we must select one aspect of the god- 
head as most expressive of the Greek mind, that aspect will 
unquestionably be Apollo, lucid, rational, self-possessed 


and civilized. The gulf between the two doctrines, be- 


tween Apollo’s “never too much”’ and Dionysus’ exhorta- 
tion to let yourself go, would have constituted heresy 
and schism in a dogmatic age. 


But the Greek, seeing how true and how indispensable 
both are, made shift to bridge the gulf by the set of opin- 


ions associated with the name of Orpheus. The state 
of our knowledge of the origins of Orphism may be illus- 


trated by the fact that Maass says Orpheus was a god and 
indigenous in Greece, Miss Harrison believes him to have 
been a man, probably a native of Crete whence he made 
his way to Greece by way of Thrace, while Reinach de- 
clares he was a fox-totem of the Bassarids. Fortunately 
it does not greatly matter. What is really important, 
not only for Hellenism but for Christianity, is the spirit 
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of his doctrine, of which we can recover, not it is true, 
anything like expository teaching, but the traces of the 
color it laid on almost every fabric of Greek thought. 
No image could more justly picture it than the faded 


remnants of paint found on the remains of Greek buildings 
and sculptures. It is pretty nearly impossible to our 
imagination to tolerate the vision of a temple or a statue 
clad otherwise than in its original whiteness or in the beau- 


tiful tones bestowed by time and rust. And similarly the 


forms of Greek spiritual expression show to the soul’s eye 
as logical, pure and monotone. But just as surely as the 
houses of the gods were painted gaudily with red and 


blue and green, as surely as their hair was ruddy and their 
cheeks glowing, so surely was their worship touched and 


tinted with the emotion that transcends and defies reason. 

Orphism took up and developed the mystic elements of 
the Dionysiac cult, giving them a higher spiritual] content 
and a more restrained expression. It was a scheme of 


salvation, based on the hope of Jife after death. The 


central fact of religious experience was communion with 
the god; by eating his body and drinking his blood the 


worshipper partook of his nature, of which immortality 


was an attribute. “To become Bacchus” was the aim 
of the partaker of the sacrament. But whereas the old 
Thracian ritual surrendered the worshipper to the god by 
means of drunkenness and frenzy, the new ritual induced 


ecstasy by the equally efficacious use of fasting, silence 


and quiet suggestion. Orphism though of foreign origin 
became a genuine Greek religion, and was the last. It 
was never adopted by the state, but remained in the 


hands of private congregations. Through these it per- 
meated Greece. Thinkers and poets and the plain people 
were reached by its different methods of appeal. If we 
sum up its most striking characteristics, we cannot fail to 
see how strong was its influence on the world-religion 
that was to succeed it. Orphism took up the beliefs of 
paganism, and adapted them to its own ends. It gave 
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them fresh life through its doctrine of the immortality of 
the soul. It taught that the soul after death rests for a 
time in a state of probation, and is finally, according to 
the works done in the body, either admitted to felicity or 
punished by reincarnation. Final felicity was to be ob- 
tained by ceremonial purity of life, reached through the 
use of sacraments necessary to salvation, and the chief 
of these sacraments was the symbolic and memorial par- 
taking of the body and blood of a god slain by his enemies. 
By the proper use of sacraments, the living could improve 
the condition of the dead; unscrupulous priests sometimes 
traded on the simplicity of ignorant worshippers, and 
engaged for money to perform rites that should free the 
transgressor from the consequences of his transgression, 
whether he were alive or dead. The cult of Orpheus 
therefore summarizes an enormous range of human his- 
tory. From the Mountain Mother of the Cretan seals 
and her son, through the patriarchal reign of Zeus, to 
Mary and the son of Mary, it follows certain apparently 
unchanging requirements of the soul. 

The ceremony of the Eleusinia was a magnificent pa- 
geant, the culmination of the religious year. It was a 
strong appeal to eye and ear, and to the psychologie de la 
foule. It was probably accompanied neither by dogmatic 
exhortation nor by any appeal to the intellect. Aristotle 
analyzed the method in a sentence: “The initiated do not 
learn anything; rather they feel certain emotions, and are 
put into a certain frame of mind.” This frame of mind 
was a hopeful one for this life and the next. On the 
supernatural side, the mystic felt that he was sure of the 
good-will of the great powers of the underworld, having 
done them honor, eaten of their food and enrolled himself 
as their friend and follower. On the natural side, he had 
felt the benefit — on which all ritual is based — of per- 
forming, in unison with others, after preparation both 
bodily and mental, and with the moving accompaniments 
of beautiful and impressive sights and sounds, certain 
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acts entirely apart from the ordinary routine of life, and 
venerable with the usage of the past. But it is to be 
noted that although the door was open for communica- 
tion between religion and morals, the original conception 
of purity was formal and ceremonial, a survival of magic. 
We may picture Greek morals as standing with one foot 
on a religious, the other on a social basis; but if, as in the 
usual posture of Greek sculpture, the weight of the body 
is thrown chiefly on one foot, that is the social one. When 
foreign cults began to make their way into Greece, they 
generally followed the form of the mystery. Isis, Serapis 
and Mithras, oriental in origin but Hellenized in ritual, 
were centers for religions of the personal, mystic and con- 
solatory type. All these oriental cults brought with them 
a tendency to take literally what the Greeks had taken 
loosely, and Mithraism brought a high development of 
the tendency to base morality on the egoistic motive. 
Bearing in mind the wide prevalence of these and similar 
rites on the shores of the Mediterranean during the first 
century of our era, we are in a position to understand a 
situation which Archdeacon Cheetham and Dr. Hatch 
discussed fifteen years ago. In apostolic times the Chris- 
tian sacraments were of the most informal character 
possible. A man could be baptized at any time in any 
place by anyone. “Lo, here is water; what hindereth me 
to be baptized?” For the years immediately succeeding 
the apostolic, we have no evidence, and by the time evi- 
dence begins again, a great change is visible. Baptism 
no longer follows at once on conversion, but is preceded 
by a probationary term, as was initiation. It can no 
longer be performed anywhere at any time, but only in 
the great churches and at one of the great festivals, gener- 
ally Easter-even or Pentecost. Similarly, once in the year, 
on the 16th of Boedromion, the candidates for initiation 
used to go down to the sea in a body to be purified by 
immersion. And baptism is no longer a simple thing 
done in the sight of all men but a mystery — so Justin 
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Martyr calls it— and the officiant is a “‘mystagogos.” 
The baptized are now called “‘initiate,” the unbaptized 
“uninitiate.” Before the Lord’s supper, the priest now 
asks, as the mystagogos used to ask, ‘“‘Is there anyone 
who has a quarrel with any?” And until infant baptism 
removed the distinction, the “‘uninitiate” were directed 
to withdraw before the consummation of the mystery, as 
for unnumbered ages they had been bidden to withdraw 
from the crowning rites of the Eleusinia. It is clear that 
the founders of Christian mysticism, Clement for instance 
and Dionysius the Areopagite, did consciously all in their 
power to emphasize the resemblances between the new 
and the old. Gregory of Nyssa calls baptism ‘‘the mystic 
bath,” Athanasius calls unction ‘‘the mystic oil,’ Gregory 
of Nazianzen calls the elements “mystic food.” Secret 
formulas, the idea of which comes from the mysteries, 
are called by the old name, “‘what must not be spoken.” 
Clement speaks the technical language of the mysteries. 
“O truly sacred mysteries! O stainless light! My way 
is lighted with torches, and I survey the heavens and 
God! I am become holy while I am being initiated! The 
Lord is my hierophant!” 

During the last ten years the researches of Reitzensteim 
and Cumont have corrected the first impression that 
the influence of mystic cult and language was late and 
self-conscious. The very origin of the Christian sacra- 
ments, the very theology of Saint Paul, are now believed 
by many scholars to reflect the Hermitic and Gnostic 
versions of the mysteries. 


III 


The doctrine of the early church underwent as great a 
modification as its cult. The studies of Hatch were 
directed by the reflection expressed in the first paragraph 
of his Influence of Greek Ideas and Usages on the Christian 
Church. ‘It is impossible for anyone, whether he be a 
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student of history or no, to fail to notice a difference 
of both form and content between the Sermon on the 
Mount and the Nicene Creed. The Sermon on the Mount 
is the promulgation of a new law of conduct; it assumes 
beliefs rather than formulates them; the theological con- 
ceptions which underlie it belong to the ethical rather 
than the speculative side of theology; metaphysics are 
wholly absent. The Nicene Creed is a statement partly 
of historical facts and partly of dogmatic inferences; the 
metaphysical terms which it contains would probably 
have been unintelligible to the first disciples; ethics have 
no place in it. The one belongs to a world of Syrian peas- 
ants, the other to a world of Greek philosophers.” The 
simple first formula of the creed dealt with matters of 
fact only, “Jesus Christ and him crucified.” At the end 
of the second century it included various philosophical 
ideas, the creation of the world out of nothing, the Word, 
the revelation of the Creator to the world, of the Word or 
Son to the Father and of both to men. The Word — the 
logos of Heraclitus and Philo — threatened to supplant 
the Messiah, and originated the endless and bitter con- 
troversies of the early church about the Trinity and the 
Incarnation. Christian scholars take pleasure and ap- 
parently pride in deriving the philosophical and onto- 
logical elements of their faith from the Greeks. Dr. Caird 
says, “‘In this case we can see that conquered Greece laid 
spiritual fetters on its victor. Greece provided Chris- 
tianity with the weapons of culture which enabled it to 
subdue the minds of its opponents, but at the same time 
it did much to determine the main bias and direction of 
the religious consciousness which was established by its 
means. It gave its own form to the life and doctrines of 
the Church.” 

The very word “faith” changed its meaning under 
Greek influence. When the Hebrews spoke of having faith 
in Jehovah they meant that they had confidence in his 
character and good intentions. They used the word as 
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people used it when they said that they had faith in 
Mr. Gladstone. Of course the formula assumed the exist- 
ence of Jehovah, as of Mr. Gladstone, but that was sup- 
posed to be an object of knowledge, not of faith. The 
disciples again meant by faith the knowledge, direct or 
based on direct evidence, of certain historical facts. It 
was the Greeks, with their reliance on the processes of 
reason, who developed the doctrine that since the reflect- 
ive action of the mind is at least as authoritative as the 
reports of the senses, the results of its cogitations are the 
objects of positive knowledge and faith is the evidence of 
things not seen. In a word the reasoned monotheism of the 
Greeks, originating, as far as we are concerned, with Plato, 
afforded a dialectic basis for the naive monotheism of 
the Hebrews. A passage from the writings of Hippolytus, 
of the third Christian century, puts the matter clearly 
before us: “The one God, the first and sole and universal 
Maker and Lord, had nothing coaeval with him,.. . 
but he was one, alone by himself. ... This supreme 
and only God begets Reason first, having formed the 
thought of him, not reason as a spoken word, but as an 
internal mental process of the universe.... The 
cause of the things that came into being was the Reason, 
bearing in himself the active will of Him who begat 
him ...so that when the Father bade the world 
come into being, the Reason brought each thing to perfec- 
tion thus pleasing God.” Obviously persons interested in 
tracing the pedigree of the God of Hippolytus will do well 
to turn not to Genesis but to Plato’s Timaeus. 

The fact that the Greek philosophers were the real 
fathers of the church, that the theological systems which 
have played so dominating a social and political role in 
Europe are rooted in the speculations of the great pagans, 
is a tribute to the power of Hellas. But the circumstances 
under which that power was exerted were unfavorable. 
It is interesting to consider what might have been the 
religious history of our civilisation if Christianity had 
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appeared while the Greek was still not only mythopoeic 
but mythocrates, still the master of his creation; if Soc- 
rates, for instance, perhaps the only religious teacher in 
history who could have dominated Saint Paul, had been 
the apostle to the gentiles, and if the great dynamic power 
of Christianity had been attached to the mechanism of 
Greek thought at its best. The Greek thought of early 
Christian times had become stereotyped; it is often char- 
acterized as sterile, but no adjective could be less apt in 
view of the mass and power of the doctrines that sprang 
from it. And stereotyped as it was, it was still flexible 
in comparison with its Christian offspring. The history 
of the word “dogma” is an instructive one. Beginning 
with a modest connotation, since it meant only “‘my im- 
pression,” it stiffened gradually as accumulated authority 
adhered to it, yet even to the last in pre-Christian usage 
it meant simply a doctrine which one might take or leave. 
The union of the Christian notion of divine authority 
with the Greek notion of hard and fast definition made 
ruinous combination, and gave birth to the Christian 
belief that it is sometimes necessary to put a man to the 
torture or to the death to correct his ideas. 


IV 


Christian exegesis also is of Greek origin, but Greek 
exegesis sprang in the first place from a rationalistic mo- 
tive. The first case of allegorical interpretation of the 
scriptures of which we know occurred in the sixth century 
before Christ, and was an attempt to moralize one of the 
most scandalous passages in Homer, the battle of the 
gods in the twentieth book of the Iliad. Reason and 
morality had already combined at that time to acknowl- 
edge a uniform course of action in nature, and to make 
the gods the guardians of this uniformity. What could 
be said therefore of a hand-to-hand scrimmage between 


the guardians of the order of the world? Why, it could be 
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said, and Theagenes of Rhegium said it, that the gods 
represented inimical natural powers or inimical passions 
of the mind. “Against Hephaestos stood the great deep- 
eddying river whom gods call Zanthos and men Scaman- 
dros.” Naturally, since fire and water cannot dwell to- 
gether in unity. Science adopted this attractive way of 
dealing with scripture. Diogenes of Apollonia, who de- 
voted his life to the effort to reconcile every system to 
every other, declared that Homer used the myths to 
propagate scientific truth. Antisthenes and the Cynics — 
a preaching order — developed the method to the full. 
When Christianity was making its way into a Hellenized 
world, the principle was established that the written 
word might have three meanings, the obvious one, the 
inferential ethical meaning and the symbolic meaning. 
This principle was eagerly adopted by educated Jews, and 
applied to their own scriptures. ‘‘The application,” says 
Hatch, “‘fulfilled a double purpose. It enabled educated 
Jews on the one hand to reconcile their own adoption 
of Greek philosophy with their continued adhesion to 
their ancestral religion, and on the other hand to show to 
the educated Greeks with whom they associated, and 
whom they frequently tried to convert, that their litera- 
ture was neither barbarous nor unmeaning nor immoral.” 
Christian exegesis naturally adopted the same method 
in order to find Christianity everywhere, not only in the 
Pentateuch but in Homer. And it was inevitably ap- 
plied to the New Testament, for the time came when the 
story of the life of Christ needed as much squaring with 
theology as the old traditions of the Hebrews. Irenaeus 
says, for instance, that “‘when Simeon took the young 
child in his arms and said Nunc dimittis, he was a picture 
of the Demiurge who had learned his own change of 
place on the coming of the Saviour, and who gave thanks 
to the infinite depth.” As the pope said later to Father 
Tom, “the figgers of spache are the pillars of the church.” 

Plato had deprecated the symbolic method. He causes 
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Socrates to say, @ propos of the story of Boreas and Orei- 
thyia, “If I disbelieved it as the philosophers do, I should 
not be unreasonable: then I might say, talking like a 
philosopher, that Oreithyia was a girl who was caught 
by a strong wind and carried off while playing on the 
cliffs yonder; but it would take a long and laborious and 
not very happy lifetime to deal with all such questions; 
and for my own part I cannot investigate them until, as 
the Delphian precept bids me, I first know myself.” 
Plato’s own method of exegesis consists quite simply of 
expurgation. ‘‘The chaining of Hera, and the flinging 
forth of Hephaistos by his father, and all the fightings of 
gods which Homer has described, we shall not admit into 
our state, whether with allegories or without them.” To 
this method also Christian exegesis owed a great debt. 
Plato’s famous short way with Homer and the other poets, 
his rejection of all myths that do not tend to edification, 
and that detract from the goodness of the gods, showed 
the fathers how to deal with what scandalized them in 
the Hebrew scriptures. Anyone who reads the last pages 
of the second book of Plato’s Republic will see whence 
Clement took his cue when he wrote: “‘Far be it from us 
to believe that the Master of the universe, the Maker of 
heaven and earth, ‘tempts’ men as though he did not 
know — for who then does foreknow? and if he ‘repents,’ 
who is perfect in thought and firm in judgment? and if he 
‘hardens’ men’s hearts, who makes them wise? and if 
he ‘blinds’ them, who makes them to see? and if he desires 
a ‘fruitful hill,’ whose then are all things? and if he wants 
the savor of sacrifices, who is it that needeth nothing? 
and if he delights in lamps, who is it that set the stars in 
heaven?” 


V 


But many feel that all these phenomena — cult, doc- 
trine and exegesis, important as they are in the composi- 
tion of Christianity, are still not the essential matter. 
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Essential Christianity is a state of mind and a rule of life, 
and its basis is generally held to be the principles of the 
Sermon on the Mount. But while a great many people 
assent theoretically to the Sermon on the Mount, no one 
has ever put it in practice in its entirety and all the time. 
So-called Christian society is not organized on the lines of 
the Sermon on the Mount. It is not organized on the 
principle of self-abnegation tending to self-perfection, 
but on the principle of the development of the individual 
as a unit of society, with duties laid upon him by his rela- 
tion to society, and rights guaranteed him by the society 
he supports. Our ethics are not conceived as founded on 
laws god-given and final, but as evolved by the growth of 
society, and subject to endless and progressive change. 
Where the interest of society requires that the desires of 
the bee shall be subordinated to the welfare of the hive, 
Christian ethics is often called in as an ally; but if it 
were fully in control, society as now organized would dis- 
integrate. The ethics in which we live and move is that 
of Roman law, and Roman law is to a considerable extent 
a practical version of the ethics of the Stoics. Moreover 
the ethics of the Christian church is based on the doctrine 
of Ambrose, bishop of Milan, and the doctrine of Ambrose 
is based on Cicero de Officiis, and Cicero’s book is based 
on the works of Panaetius the Greek stoic of the second 
century before Christ. Socrates and Plato had long ago 
bidden men to love their enemies, to take no heed for the 
morrow, to die rather than do wrong, and to hold their 
goods in common. The fathers were astounded by the 
Christlike utterances of these pagans, and cried in admira- 
tion that they were Christians before Christianity. When 
the old scholiast read how Plato’s Socrates said that 
“‘there is no good thing which is not the gift of the gods,” 
he wrote on his margin: “Every good gift and every per- 
fect gift cometh from above.” The anti-national charac- 
ter of Christianity, its determination to ignore frontiers, 
was anticipated in the Stoic and Cynic movements. The 
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world was full of missionaries, and the itinerant Cynic 
preacher was very near to the Christian. Epictetus, who 
exhorted men to remember that they were sons of God, 
and to make their lives worthy of their divine parentage 
gives us a picture of the true Cynic apostle. That he 
may be free to deliver his message to his fellowmen the 
true Cynic goes as naked, homeless, and houseless, as a 
Christian apostle. Like the Christian he goes without 
wife, child and friends, if only he may thereby bring others 
to a knowledge of themselves and of God. We know of 
actual cases where Cynics became Christians, and Chris- 
tians became Cynics, without any very great ado. It 
was, however, the Stoic system, embedded in Roman 
institutions, that conquered the world. 


VI 


It is clear that the Greeks are largely responsible for 
bringing religion in Europe to the present impasse, where 
many people seriously hold that if we cease to affirm the 
incredible and the unproven, morals will suffer, and that 
a boy had better believe in hell when he is entrusted 
with his first latch-key. But it is the Greek also who can 
get us out. Whatever worthy sense we attach to the word 
“religious,” the Greeks illustrate it. Their extraordinary 
moral earnestness is obscured for us only by the variety 
of their appeals to our attention. But they never from first 
to last allowed religion to swallow morals. They first of 
men perceived and declared that morals are man-made and 
are constantly to be altered by man; that the state exists 
to secure the noblest life for the citizens; that therefore 
social science, by definition, (says Aristotle) deals with right 
conduct. Plato was deeply interested in all the problems 
of religion, and alive to all the religious implications of 
the mysterious universe in which we live; but he worked 
out in his masterpiece — The Republic—a complete 
account of the social origin and sanction of ethics. And 
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as for his theology, “‘the father and maker of all this 
universe,” said he, “is past finding out; and even if we 
found him, to tell of him to all men would be impossible.” 


Contemporary writers on religion are trying, thus far 
unsuccessfully, to agree on a definition of their subject. 
But while no one can define religion, everyone feels what 
it is. No society that we know of has been without it, 
and there is no reason to suppose that it will ever disap- 
pear. Both religion and morals are apparently social 
products, both are, as far as we can see, indestructible, 
and both have suffered cruelly from too close a union. 
And when they recover their independence, the religious 
emotion, like the other emotions, must be governed by 
morals. 








OUR SUBLIME FAITH IN SCHOOLING 


I 


S it not sublime? Really there appears to be no 

limit to the demands that are made on our schools 
and colleges. They are supposed to ground the rising 
generation in the principles and practise of good citizen- 
ship, in morality, and to some extent in religion; to de- 
velop the power to think (an endlessly difficult matter), 
the ability to enjoy nature and art, the desire to be useful; 
to instil habits of industry, self-control and wholesome 
living; and withal to impart memoriter a mass of miscel- 
laneous book-knowledge such as can be tested by ex- 
amination. Of late, too, we hear more and more that 
the schools should fit the young for some specific business 
in life — for a job, that is. In short we look to the schools 
to inculcate all the possible virtues of mind and character, 
and at the same time to turn out what the newest jargon 
calls efficient social units. And then there are special 
problems, more acute in some places than in others, such 
as the induction of alien children into the mysteries of 
the English language and American ways. 

Now all that makes a pretty big task. It is safe to say 
that an army of Pestalozzis, Arnolds and Horace Manns, 
if we could command their services and give them all the 
money they might ask for, would never perform it to our 
entire satisfaction. Here and there we should find loose 
ends of failure. What wonder, then, if the schoolma’am, 
mostly an ordinary sort of well-meaning mortal, who is 
the victim of routine and must do her appointed work 
under hopeless conditions of ‘‘mass-treatment”— what 
wonder if many people are saying that the schoolma’am 
does not seem to measure up to her mission? It is not 
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altogether strange that she is being overtaken by the fate 
of Hamlet, whose tragic calamity it was, according to 
Goethe, to be obliged to shoulder a burden that was too 
heavy for him. In reading educational literature, one is 
sometimes reminded of those tribal gods from whom 
all things are demanded, and whom it is therefore proper 
to scold or to flog if anything goes wrong. For illustra- 
tion let me quote a recent deliverance culled from a news- 
paper. It is by a man of some distinction, whose name I 
do not give because the language is probably nothing but 
a reporter’s paraphrase. In speaking to an audience on 
“the fundamental trouble with conditions and the cause 
of the unrest today,” the gentleman is said to have laid 
it all to “our national educational system, which is teach- 
ing the youth of our land to be consumers instead of pro- 
ducers, and only to acquire instead of to serve.” 

There we have it in a nutshell. It is the schools which 
are really to blame for the manifold ills that so many 
people are talking about. If we only had the right kind 
of schools — teaching the right things in the right way — 
our whole sea of troubles would quickly turn into pleasant 
arable land. Historical pundits are just now much in- 
terested in what is called the economic interpretation of 
history; that is, the theory that the whole history of man, 
including his religions and philosophies and ethnic move- 
ments, his flowerings of art, his Periclean and Augustan 
Ages, his Protestant Reformations and French Revolu- 
tions — has been determined primarily by economic con- 
ditions. And now, behold, the economic conditions them- 
selves are the work of the schoolma’am. Verily, das 
Ewigweibliche zieht uns hinan with a vengeance! 


The newest thing is to have the schools cure the ancient 
ills that grow out of the pressure of sex — a subject that 
of late seems to claim more than its fair share of the lime- 
light. The Paris dressmakers, accustomed for ages to 
attire women very seductively for evening exhibition, 
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suddenly take to attiring them rather less seductively 
for the street. And lo, the Puritan eye is shocked. There 
are visions of social ruin a la Sodom and Gomorrah. 
Coincidently the theaters, newspapers and wofsmiths 
(Mr. Howells’ word, wof meaning work-of-fiction), go in 
for the public washing of dirty linen, the existence and 
dirtiness of which have been known for some thousands 
of years. At the same time a new race of “sociologists” 
seek to alarm us by stirring up the foul pool of social 
vice and talking about it as if the filth were a thing of the 
day before yesterday. Result: a pretty general demand 
that the schools teach sex hygiene and physiology, in 
order that the boys and girls may be warned betimes of 
the dangers that lie in wait for them. I am not arguing 
that children should not be told the truth about these 
things. I am merely animadverting on the growing ten- 
dency to put everything on the schools. 


II 


The natural and intended inference from what precedes 
is that we demand too much of the schools — more than 
any schools could possibly do and do well. The result is 
that they are often blamed unreasonably, and that rea- 
sonable criticism is apt to be resented as unjust. There is 
wide-spread complaint of shortcomings — some even 
speak of the “failure” of popular education, — but the 
teachers reply with perfect truth that they are doing the 
best they can. The truth is, however, that there is more 
or less floundering due to multiplicity of aims, dispersion 
of effort, and the lack of a simple dominating principle 
by which to gage the relative importance of things. It is 
time for educationists to take sober thought and decide, 
if they can, what is on the whole the most valuable among 
the possible results of good schooling. If we could some- 
how reach a working agreement on that point, the path of 
wisdom would be tolerably clear: we should require our 
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schools to drive hard at the particular thing deemed most 
essential, no matter how many smatterings might have 
to be thrown overboard. It were better for the nation 
to lose somewhat of its sublime faith in schooling, if by 
expecting less it might get a surer and more valuable re- 
turn on its enormous investment. The best of teachers, in 
kindergarten, high school or university, can never give 
the best that is in him unless he has a fairly definite idea 
of what it is all for. Only then can he see the main issue 
in its proper relation to the side-issues of his routine. 
Let us then attack this question with holy boldness — 
somewhat in the spirit of a prudent householder consider- 
ing what one thing would be best worth saving if his 
house should take fire. 

If we look for the fundamental charter of popular edu- 
cation in these United States we shall find it, if anywhere, 
in the famous Ordinance of 1787, one memorable passage 
of which runs thus: “Religion, morality and knowledge 
being necessary to good government and the happiness 
of mankind, schools and the means of education shall for- 
ever be encouraged.” This formulation, which sees the 
purpose of education in the promotion of good govern- 
ment and the general happiness, may still be accepted. 
One might balk, perhaps, at the word “happiness,” which 
to the modern mind is apt to connote a more or less pas- 
sive contentment with one’s lot. If the fathers ever 
thought that popular education was going to produce 
general contentment, they miscalculated. Its normal 
effect is the exact opposite. A wholesome discontent is 
the beginning of progress toward better things. It is 
vain to preach or teach contentment to the man who 
sees a chance to better his lot or who feels that he is being 
kept down by conditions that can in any wise be remedied. 
We have learned that class struggle of one kind or another 
is inherent in human society; and where there is class 
struggle there will be discontent. Today, then, one might 
prefer the word “welfare,” which is not only compatible 
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with discontent, but in great degree actually grows out 
of it. 

The subject-matter of education was to be religion, 
morality and knowledge. Let us consider the impressive 
triad in the reverse order. 

It is patent enough, and must have been patent to the 
fathers, that, so far as good government and the general 
welfare are concerned, there is no inherent virtue in mere 
knowledge. Knowledge got from books and teachers 
may be socially inert, or it may be positively harmful. 
Everything depends on the use to which it is put. It is 
true that, having regard to the long run, we may rest se- 
curely on the proposition that the more men know — 
really know in an accurate way — the better off they will 
be, and the more likely to secure good government. The 
advancement of science — taking the word in its very 
broadest sense — is certainly an ideal that deserves our 
warmest allegiance. It is thus vastly important in any 
system of education, to keep open to talent a career from 
the humblest hovel to the high places of distinction and 
service. 

But there are not many — not one in ten thousand — 
to whom it is given to increase knowledge in a way to 
affect government and the general welfare, which must 
always be largely concerned with the short run and with 
the preservation of a stable order amid the conflicts of 
classes, opinions and interests. And in this domain, as 
was remarked above, there is no inherent virtue in knowl- 
edge. What is learned in school may be put to bad use 
and become a social curse. Some knowledge of chemistry 
figures in the mental outfit of every dynamiter and adul- 
terator of foods. A knowledge of law or medicine may be 
used to defeat as well as to promote the ends of justice. 
Indeed, a large part of our worst trouble comes now from 
“educated” men and women who prostitute their knowl- 
edge to anti-social purposes. 

And then there is another reason why the schools should 
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not conceive it to be their highest mission to impart book- 
knowledge, or to train the mind, as the phrase runs. That 
reason is that they do not and can not really train the 
mind, when operating on a large number of pupils at the 
same time by the method of “recitation.” What gets 
trained in that way is at best the memory; and when the 
pupil leaves school — at whatever stage of progress — he 
soon forgets what he has learned, unless he has constant 
occasion to use it. The result is that the most of the knowl- 
edge laboriously acquired in school and college soon be- 
comes quite inert for the purposes of good government and 
the general welfare. Now it may be necessary, indeed it is 
necessary, in a progressive school system, to spend a good 
deal of time over knowledges that are destined soon to be 
forgotten. But that essential thing that we are searching 
for, that which the schools are to regard as the vitally 
important thing, must clearly be something that the pu- 
pil is going to need and to use all the time, no matter when 
his schooldays come to an end. 

Next in our triad comes morality. If any one chooses 
to insist at this point that there can be no morality with- 
out religion, let him wait a moment or go off and debate 
the subject with a metaphysician. In the common use of 
words morality may be and is independent of religion, 
and our question here is whether the inculcation of it 
can possibly be the thing we are looking for, namely the 
chief end of schooling. Hardly, the wise will say, if the 
word is to be taken in its usual sense. For it is distinctly 
a low-caste word. People commonly speak of “mere 
morality” as if the thing by itself did not amount to much. 
One recalls the remark of Emerson to the effect that this 
is very much as if one should say, “‘ Poor God with nobody 
to help him.” Still, the fact remains that the word con- 
notes something rather ordinary. This is why Lord Hal- 
dane in a recent address preferred to avoid it and to 
commend the German Sittlichkeit, as a more soulful term. 
One notices, too, that thoughtful teachers who feel the 
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weakness of a schooling that lays all the stress on memory- 
work such as can be tested by examination, are apt, when 
they wish to suggest something higher and larger, to use 
some such phrase as “character-building” rather than 
“moral training.” 

In short, the connotations of the word “morality” are 
such as to put it out of the running as a name for a high 
educational ideal; and a high ideal we must of course 
have. It suggests hardly more than what Mr. Roosevelt 
is wont to call “decent living;” and decent living is not 
a matter that can very well be progressively unfolded, 
idealized and realized. For a pupil coming from a family 
where decent living is the rule, and associating with mates 
of whom the same is true, it is not much to live decently. 
There is almost nothing for him to learn. This is no 
doubt why it is generally assumed, and in the main quite 
correctly, that in a normally wholesome environment 
morality will take care of itself or come as a by-product of 
school experience, the teacher having nothing in par- 
ticular to do except to look after the occasional transgres- 
sor. 

But now suppose we put in place of mere morality, the 
perfection of the social mind. Suppose we say that the 
central purpose of popular education ought to be the 
development of a sensitive social conscience enlightened to 
the limits of opportunity. To put it a little differently: 
suppose we could agree that the best possible result of 
education is a mind trained and habituated to think in 
terms of social obligation, and to act accordingly. We 
should then have, at any rate, something that is high 
enough and big enough for anybody; something that is 
capable of progressive realization from the kindergarten 
to the university and thereafter; something, in fine, that 
would reach out from the humblest ego to the utmost 
periphery of human existence. 

Thirdly, religion. Let it be granted at the outset that 
for an immense number of the noblest souls that have 
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ever lived “Thou God seest me” has been the highest, 
most inclusive, most compelling incentive to right social 
conduct, that we know anything about. In practise, 
however, a great deal depends on the nature of the God 
that is feared, and still more, perhaps, on whether that 
God is really and truly feared or only spoken of with 
conventional respect in token of some ecclesiastical loy- 
alty. Can religion be “taught” in school — any kind of 
school? Can it be taught, I mean, not as a matter of 
formal observance and glib recitation, but in its vital 
essence as a quickening spirit destined to stick fast in 
the character and be a permanent incentive to right liv- 
ing? It is only in this sense that the “‘teaching” of re- 
ligion has any bearing on good government and the gen- 
eral welfare. 

The difficulty of teaching religion in this socially effect- 
ive way is not confined to the secular public schools. It 
does not grow entirely out of the neutrality of the state, 
the jealousy of sects and the impossibility of finding a 
common basis free from any sectarian tinge. It goes 


deeper than that, and affects also church schools that fly 
the banner of religion and are conducted for the express 
purpose of giving prominence to the beliefs and usages of 
some particular denomination. What can be done to 


teach religion? Of course the pupil can be exposed to 
what are called religious influences, and made to breathe 


what is called a religious atmosphere. He can be required 
to attend chapel exercises, and to go to church on Sunday; 
to read the Bible or hear it read; to memorize texts, 


creeds, hymns and commandments. He can learn church 
history, and familiarize himself with the arguments and 
tenets of “our people.’”? But when, as is usually the case, 
all this precedes any vital personal experience of religion, 
it is apt presently to float away, along with the Latin and 
algebra, into the limbo of things once known but no 
longer usable. The teaching of religion so that it will 
stick fast, not merely as an ecclesiastical loyalty, but as a 
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socially regenerative force, is a very difficult matter. 
Multitudes of parents who are profoundly anxious about 
the matter, fail in the home, clergymen fail rather no- 
toriously with their own sons and daughters. Can the 
school be expected to succeed where they are baffled? 
But suppose it were understood that the supreme pur- 
pose of all education, no matter what banner the school- 
house or college might fly, is the development of character 
trained and habituated to think in terms of social obliga- 
tion, and to act accordingly: should we not then have a 


formula on which all who really mean well by their fellow- 
men could unite? For surely the perfection of the social 
mind — that and nothing else — is the finest flower of 
the religious spirit. 


III 


There are reasons for thinking that such a theory of 
popular education as has been outlined, and a modified 
practise based on the theory, are needed at the present 
time as a measure of social therapeutics. Without join- 


ing the prophets of evil who think we are moving swiftly 
toward a social revolution, one may say in all sobriety 
that there are signs which look ominous for the future of 
our democratic experiment. It is not merely that there 


is wide-spread discontent and a general breaking away 
from old standards and restraints. All that, which is 
apt to look so threatening to elderly people, especially 


if they are not much given to the reading of history, may 
be nothing but the sign of healthy life and growth. Stable 


democratic society may consist with almost any amount of 
discontent, provided it discharges itself by way of legal 
channels duly provided for the purpose in advance. 


But the really menacing symptom of our time, is in a 
word, — lawlessness. I have not chiefly in mind the shock- 


ing and increasing prevalence of outrageous crimes against 
person and property. That is certainly bad enough. 
That life and property are not as safe in the United States 
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as they were a generation ago, and not as safe as they are 
today in the British Empire, France, Germany, Switzer- 
land and the Scandinavian countries, is surely a fact to 
give us pause. And yet, in that fact alone there is nothing 
highly ominous for the future of democracy. In all ages, 
under all forms of government, there have been mur- 
derers, thieves and ravishers, but social order has never 
been destroyed or even seriously imperiled by them. 
Society has found ways to protect itself. The statistics 
of crime vary from decade to decade under the operation 
of causes that are fairly well understood by experts. An 
excess at any time can be corrected by known methods if 
a people sets resolutely about it. 

The danger lies rather in a diminishing respect for law 
as such among large masses of the nominally respectable 
population. Multitudes have come to look on the will 
of the community as expressed in law, not as an obligation 
binding on the conscience, but as a sort of solemn joke — 
something meant for the other fellow. This cynicism 
with regard to law has become a veritable cancer of the 
social body. The matter is difficult to treat statistically, 
but surely there can be no doubt about it. It is no illusion 
of perspective, not the nightmare of a pessimist, but 
simple damning truth, that the law-abiding spirit has of 
late been losing ground rapidly. The case is not stated 
too strongly by a recent writer when he says: 

In spite of his vulnerability he [the capitalist] is of all citizens 
the most lawless. He appears to assume that the law will 
always be enforced by some special personnel whose duty lies 
that way, while he may evade the law, when convenient, or 
bring it into contempt, with impunity. The capitalist seems 
incapable of feeling his responsibility as a member of the govern- 
ing class, in this respect, and that he is bound to uphold the 
law that others may do the like.... He therefore looks 
on the evasion of a law devised for public protection, but in- 
imical to him, as innocent or even meritorious.? 

Of course there are many honorable exceptions; indeed 

1 Brooks Adams, Theory of Socsal Revolutions, page 212. 
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this very remark is made by Mr. Adams himself. It may 
be said too that the influential men who fall as a class 
under this sweeping indictment can often allege a colorable 
excuse for their anti-social conduct —as that the law 
they try to “‘beat” was devised in ignorance or malice 
by corrupt politicians. And so they play the game of 
money against politics, and are not aware of the social 
menace of their conduct. They subordinate the greater 
to the less, and know not what they do — any more than 
the aristocracy and clergy of France knew what they 
were doing just prior to 1789. They think themselves the 
salt of the earth. Many of them are more or less zealous 
church-members, and have had a “religious education.” 
And yet, in playing fast and loose with the law, they are 
playing with fire in their own cellars. When a ruling 
class — our government is a qualified plutocracy — loses 
its sense of responsibility, and takes to violating the law, 
it takes the surest way to bring all law into contempt. 
And when the general contempt for law reaches a certain 
point, then comes anarchy and — the strong man on horse- 
back to tell us what to do, and shoot us if we don’t do it. 


The vocation of the croaker is not lightly tolerated by 
the public opinion of our day. Every one votes him a 
nuisance. A deep-seated American optimism expects 
that we shall somehow weather the storms of the future 
as we have weathered those of the past. The writer of 
these reflections has the national temperament, but he 
thinks the time has come to reef sails and trim ship. For 
law and obedience to law there must be, if society is to 
cohere and go on its way; and in a democracy lawlessness 
is not so much a peril as the peril. We must look to our 
democratic foundations, lest they be undermined while 
we go on gaily amusing ourselves, piling up money, and 
assuring each other that everything is all right in the 
best government the sun ever shone upon. There is need 
of a vast co-operative effort on the part of all the ethical 
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forces of society —an effort directed consciously and 
vigorously to the specific end of checking and turning 
back the rising tide of lawlessness. There is work for the 
home, for the church, for the voluntary association; and 
of course there is work for the school, with which we are 
here more immediately concerned. 


IV 


What can the schools do for the better training of the 
social conscience? (I use the word “training” in the 
double sense of habituation and enlightenment). It is 
evident that that question needs more space than can be 
given to it here. A few words must suffice. 

In the first place, teachers can recognize — that is, they 
can gradually be brought to recognize — that the train- 
ing of the social conscience is the great work they have 
to do; that it is more important than anything else. A 
general recognition of that fact would itself have a highly 
stimulating effect. It would clarify ideas, furnish criteria 
of value that would be independent of personal or local 
whim, divert attention from piddling questions of rou- 
tine, and so do something to elevate the business of teach- 
ing in the public estimation. It is now commonly spoken 
of as a noble profession, but only a very few really think 
of it in that light. In the better atmosphere I am thinking 
of, the teacher would not be a drill-sergeant bossing the 
details of a mental lock-step, but the physician of the 
social conscience. And, in harmony with the new drift 
in medicine, our physician wov'd pin his faith to preven- 
tive treatment. He would not be able to avoid some 
punishment of the wrong-doer, but he would see his 
highest mission in the development of a sensitive con- 
science that would inhibit wrong-doing. This means 
skillful and well-paid teachers for children, not too many 
pupils to the teacher, and much friendly study of the 
individual pupil in school and out. 

Then again teachers could put into practise far more: 
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generally than has been attempted hitherto, what has 
been found out by scientific men with regard to the social 
conscience and the way it works. They could appeal in 
every possible way to the social instinct, and make use 
of its well-known rewards and inhibitions. The founda- 
tion principle would be to make the penalty for mis- 
behavior take the form, so far as possible, of social dis- 
approval, with consequent suffering in self-esteem. To 
be effective, a penalty needs to be quick-acting and sure. 
It should depend as little as possible on the accident of 
getting caught. If a potential miscreant is taught to fear 
punishment at the hands of some authority outside of 
and above his own life, and if then he does wrong, and 
nothing unpleasant happens, he soon begins to enjoy the 
game of matching his wits against the law. Pretty soon 
he is really being schooled in the exciting art of law- 
breaking. Somehow he must learn to dread the disap- 
proval of his mates and the prick of his own conscience. 
Another principle, hardly less fundamental, would be 
to make the learner see that the rules he is called on to 
obey, at work or at play, are for the general good, includ- 
ing his own. Of course difficulty would be created by the 
young anarchist, the imp who refuses to play the game in 
accordance with the rules, is insensitive to communal 
opinion, and enjoys the excitement of beating the law. 
Such a mental twist is generally due to a vicious environ- 
ment in home or street, where the standards are different 
from those of the school. How to deal with such cases, 
when they have reached the advanced stage of criminality, 
has always been one of the hardest problems of the civi- 
lized man, and no very satisfactory solution of it has yet 
been found. Down to quite recent time, our forbears 
put their faith in the deterrent effect of harsh and public 
punishments; and the rod of the schoolmaster kept pace, 
so to speak, with the stern decrees of the criminal law. It 
was found not to work very well, a humaner epoch set in, 
and with that too the schools have kept pace. We have 
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come to feel that society itself is to blame for the mis- 
creant, because it creates and perpetuates the conditions 
that make him. Meanwhile society is experiencing the 
disastrous effects of dealing gently with the criminal, and 
the schools are breeding up a generation to which any- 
thing like stern discipline is on the whole rather repugnant. 

The one hopeful idea on the horizon is the idea of pre- 
vention. The potential miscreant must be caught and 
cured in the early stages of his making. It is unfortunately 
true that even the most enlightened and single-minded 
efforts of the school will produce but lame results so long 
as society permits criminals to breed with their kind, 
and tolerates the economic conditions which create for 
decently born children a hopelessly bad environment 
outside the schoolroom. It is for society to remedy these 
conditions as fast as it can. Meanwhile much would be 
gained if we could once clearly see, and begin to act on 
the principle, that the chief end of popular education 
should be, not a smattering of knowledges, but the de- 
velopment of social-minded character. 





THE BARBARIAN INVASION 


Ingenuas didicisse fideliter artes 
Emollit mores, nec sinit esse feros. 


EADERS of Thackeray will remember that these 
are the lines in which Colonel Newcome used regret- 
fully to sing the praises of those arts into which he had 
been but barely initiated. Of the thousands in the United 
States who are now annually certified as bachelors of arts, 
nine-tenths would be unable to translate the passage, and 
if the passage were translated, fully one-half would see 
little or nothing in it. When men are asking what is the 
matter with our colleges, one is tempted to suggest 
that perhaps this is the matter: that a controlling interest 
in the academic establishment is made up of those who 
have no belief that higher education should result in 
refinement of mind and transformation of character, and 
no comprehension of what these things would mean; or, 
in plain terms, that higher education is in the hands of the 
barbarians. 

That our academic population has grown some three 
or four-fold within a generation, is no indication of a 
corresponding increase in the number of persons of culti- 
vated intelligence. The growth has heen brought about 
mainly through a change in the tone and purpose of the 
college course to appeal to those who formerly despised 
a college education as a useless luxury; so that now we 
have a large number of college graduates in whose eyes 
the degree confers no distinction and imposes no responsi- 
bility. It may be that the older science was crude and 
the older scholarship vague. By no means all college stu- 
dents of a generation ago were animated by a love of 
knowledge. Yet even the idlers, who sought the degree 
because it was reputable, testified to a general respect 
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for higher education, and bore witness to the idea that a 
college graduate was supposed to be a gentleman. No 
such expectation prevails today; and least of all in the 
West, where the increase of numbers has been most 
marked. Today a college education is supposed to be 
merely useful. Yet at the same time it is felt to be a 
ground for wonder that so many can pass through the 
college course with no visible refinement of taste or speech, 
no clarification of the sense of honor and justice, and no 
increase in thoughtfulness or in independence of mind — 
that, in a word, a college graduate is indistinguishable 
in general society. Some time ago I sat at a hotel table 
with six commercial travellers and one college graduate, 
who was also a college professor, — all talking baseball. 
Sherlock Holmes himself could not have identified the 
professor. Some time before, I had ventured to propose 
in a talk to some students that a college degree should 
impose the obligation of noblesse, and preserve a man 
from some of the meaner things which might be condoned 
in the less fortunate. I learned afterwards that the idea 
was resented as “‘undemocratic” — yet not by the stu- 
dents: for today it seems to be the college professor who 
is chiefly contemptuous of liberal culture. 

It is rather difficult to see how higher education is to be 
conceived as “democratic” in the sense of creating no 
personal distinctions. Only, it should seem, if the gifts 
of education are purely external and without effect upon 
mind and character. On the other hand, if democracy is 
to stand simply for freedom of opportunity, and selection 
of the best, doubtless few will deny that the college should 
be open to every youth who shows himself capable of 
measuring up to the idea of an educated man. But this 
is another matter. The “democratic” theory of higher 
education stands for a process of measuring down. The 
process began when the teachers of science insisted that a 
student whose course was made up mostly of laboratory 
practice in natural science should nevertheless be gradu- 





The Barbarian Invasion 391 


ated as a bachelor of arts. One may cheerfully admit the 
importance of scientific conceptions for general culture: 
the point is that if scientific training had developed half 
of the intellectual qualities that were claimed for it, the 
degree in science should soon have displaced that of bach- 
elor of arts. As it was, the issue was obscured, and under 
the blessings of the blanket degree, “‘democracy” has 
made rapid progress. No form of speech is now too desti- 
tute of ideas to be called a science. Leaving aside the 
last new science of “‘efficiency,” we have a science of 
cooking and of dressmaking, a science of carpentering 
(called manual training), a science of commerce, a science 
of journalism, and a science of football, any of which 
may now entitle one to credit towards a degree of bachelor 
of arts — so that no one can now charge that the college 
degree implies an invidious distinction. 

Such is the outcome of “democracy.” At first glance 
the term conveys the pleasing suggestion that our uni- 
versities attach a high importance to the cultivation of 
individuality. But the suggestion is misleading. In the 
academic “‘democracy” every student, like every dollar, 
counts for just one ‘and nobody for more than one,” and 
the only question of importance is how many. Not long 
ago, while crossing the Rocky Mountains, and listening to 
the admiration expressed by my fellow-travelers for the im- 
pressive engineering and industrial undertakings of that 
region and the Pacific Coast, I became gradually aware 
that the conventional mode of describing such an enter- 
prise was to speak of it as “fa two-million-dollar plant” 
or “twenty-million-dollar plant,” as the case might be, 
on the ground, evidently, that no other aspect of the mat- 
ter could conceivably be interesting. Such barbaric inno- 
cence seemed to me diverting until I remembered that 
this was the point of view and these the same tribe of 
barbarians as those whose aspirations now control the 
policies of our institutions of learning. With few excep- 
tions, our academic managers prefer to state their attain- 
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ments and their ambitions in terms of an n-million dollar 
plant, with n-thousand students and n-hundred instruc- 
tors. And in the interest of bigness any argument is good. 
Just now the argument is vocational, and college presi- 
dents and professors, especially in the state-universities 
of the West, are fairly falling over one another to prove 
that they are “practical men,” and incidentally to disavow 
any interest in the promotion of liberal culture. When 
the fashion changes, as it doubtless will — for it is unlikely 
that even the agricultural communities are as uncivilised 


as the appeal that is made to them — the argument will 
change. Especially instructive from this point of view 
is the standing appeal for more money to make good a 
deficit; or to improve the quality of instruction by paying 
better salaries to the faculty. In the logic of academic 


administration there appears to be no contradiction be- 
tween pleading poverty and at the same time using the 
funds in hand to establish some new department, some 
advertising feature, such as a summer session, correspond- 
ence courses, university extension, or what not, which 


will attract a more illiterate class of students, scatter the 
energies of the faculty, lower their teaching efficiency, 
preserve the deficit, and leave the institution less than 
ever free to shape its own course or to act as a critic of 
popular opinion. 

Academic authorities are accustomed to explain these 
seeming inconsistencies by a vague appeal to the obliga- 
tions of the university to the community. These “social 
obligations” will repay a careful study. To grasp the 


idea that is now current in most of the state-universities, 


one must think of a state-hospital for the insane in which 
the care of patients is regarded as secondary to the purpose 
of impressing the people of the state with the evil of in- 


sanity, and the need of larger appropriations for the 
state-hospital. A careful analysis of present academic 


conceptions of “social obligation” fails to show that such 
obligation differs in any essential respect from the obliga- 
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tion of a merchant to procure new customers, and inci- 
dentally to take some of them away from his competitors. 
The merchant’s obligation is made humanly intelligible by 
considerations of profit or prestige. It is rather difficult 
to grasp the sort of academic prestige that comes from 
cheapening the college degree. And when we find that 
even the older and richer institutions show a disposition 
to sacrifice their academic distinction for the prestige of 
numbers, it seems simpler to abandon the search for ra- 
tional motive, and to refer the ambitions of our institu- 


tions of learning to the same primitive instinct that 
prompts one man or woman to outshine his neighbor in 
the splendor of his diamonds or his dinners, and another 
in the size of his motor-car. 

A sure key to the interpretation of “social obligation” 


will be found in inter-collegiate athletics. I am speaking 
here, not of athletic sports as such, nor necessarily of 
athletic contests between colleges, but of inter-collegiate 
contests as a matter of public exhibition—‘“‘a Roman 
holiday” — and commercial enterprise. Only a finely 


drawn distinction saves the college athlete from being 
classed as a professional. It is true that (as a rule) he 
does not pay for his living out of the gate-receipts. But 
the gate-receipts pay for his sport, and the sport covers 


a good deal of expensive traveling and sojourning at ex- 


pensive hotels, not to speak of the services of a profes- 
sional coach, now commonly appointed by the college 
administration at a salary often higher than that of a full 


professor. And when we remember that the gate-receipts 


total many thousands — $50,000 from a single game is 


not uncommon — and further that such sums are needed 
to maintain the sport at its present (shall we not say 
“‘professional”’?) perfection, it is hard to see that amateur 


sport is not a business enterprise of serious dimensions. 


The difficulty becomes greater if we define a man’s pro- 


fession to be that which consumes most of his time and 
attention. This applies especially to football. The very 





394 The Unpopular Review 


purpose of the training is to provide that during the sea- 


son no member of the team shall waste his time or strength 
on any other purpose. The schedule for practice would 
be sufficient to demonstrate this point, apart from the 


testimony of numerous football men, among them men 


of fair ability and conscientious students. During the 
season they can do little more than attend their classes 
and trust to the mercy of the instructor. This mercy they 


are pretty sure to receive, first, because they have, as a 


rule, carefully avoided electing the courses of the unmerci- 
ful, secondly, because even a rather independent instructor 
will often prefer to give a football man the grade needed 
to keep him on the team rather than face a storm of exe- 


cration from students and colleagues, not to speak of a 


long argument in the president’s office. Such arguments 
are not uncommon; and a college professor who attaches 
any importance to the reports published of the high aver- 


age of scholarship maintained by athletes must be lacking 


in a sense of humor. 
Older apologists for inter-collegiate athletics were ac- 
customed to talk about mens sana in corpore sano. But 


every one knows now that inter-collegiate athletics are as 


little related to sound health as inter-collegiate debates 
to sound logic. Nor does it suffice to point to the need 
of a safety-valve for the spirits of youth. This argument 
may pass for some of the Eastern colleges, but the Western 


student is apt to be a sober and steady, if somewhat un- 
imaginative youth, who looks at college mostly from 
a business standpoint; and it is fair to say that inter- 
collegiate sports would have amounted to little in the 
West if they had not been carefully fostered by the college 
administration. This is so far true that a youth who 
happens to be husky and strong can hardly hope to escape 
the football team except under the imputation of “‘dis- 
loyalty;” and more than one who had hoped to give his 


time to other things has yielded to the importunities, not 
so much of his fellow-students as of the faculty sports and 
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those connected with the administration. In the college 
community generally, and in the speeches made by the 
faculty before gatherings of students, the highest tribute 
is reserved for the athletic heroes. Those who win college 


honors, or who make Phi Beta Kappa or Sigma Xi, are 


rarely heard of. The present theory seems to be — and 
again, the theory, not so much of the students as of the 
faculty and administration — that the student who wins 


honors work only for himself, while he who helps win a 


game does something for the college. 

A generation ago the management of athletics was in 
the hands of the students, and the faculty was content 
to confine itself to the task of keeping the games within 


proper limits. But the amount of money involved be- 


came too great for undergraduate business methods and, 
in some cases, for undergraduate honesty. Hence, in 
one college after another, the administration assumed 


the direction of athletics in the interest of good manage- 


ment and at the same time, it was claimed, of preserving 
their amateur character. This claim has been very 
strangely justified. The result has been rather that in 
the hands of the administration athletics became an in- 


strument of competition, and for the first time a serious 
and important business; and in the prosecution of the 
business along professional lines, the administration has 


been shown to be, not more scrupulous than the under- 


graduates, but only more resourceful. Impecunious ath- 
letes could now be provided for by scholarships or by places 
in the library, the college office, or the college book-store. 


Why, pray, should a student be debarred from the privi- 


lege of “working his way through” because he happens 
to be an athlete? Or why, for this reason, should a presi- 
dent be deprived of ‘the benevolent satisfaction of helping 
a deserving student out of his own pocket? Or why should 
a similar privilege be withheld from “loyal” alumni or 


from disinterested persons who happen to have money 
on the game? Cases of this kind are matters of common 
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report in academic circles; and when players are dis- 
qualified for professionalism by the inter-collegiate con- 
ference, the circumstances point not seldom to complicity 
on the part of the academic authorities. Among men of 
the world who are gentlemen, it is thought to be one of 
the primitive moralities to be a good sport — to play the 
game on the square and to treat your opponent as a gentle- 
man. Neither of these points seems to be quite intelligible 
to many of our academic sports. One college president 
might be named whose speeches at football “rallies” are 
said to suggest an expedition against savages. 

A private citizen who should set up a billiard table in 
his house, and then earn the cost of it by giving exhibition 
games for admission fees, would be promptly put down 
as a professional sport. I have suggested to a number of 
colleagues that college athletics will never be a gentle- 
man’s sport until the gate-receipts are abolished, the 
professional coach dismissed, and the scope of athletics 
is limited to what can be supported by private subscrip- 
tion, preferably confined to students. One can readily see 
how this would improve the morale of athletics. There 
would be some loss of proficiency, but in matters of sport 
no gentleman can afford to be too proficient. The usual 
reply has been, however, “Oh, that would never do.” 
Now of course it would never do. But there is just one 
reason why, namely, that athletics are today regarded 
as the most important measure and criterion of academic 
prestige. They are indeed an abominable nuisance. They 
absorb the attention of the administration, take up the 
time of faculty meetings or of governing committees, send 
traveling about the country students who ought to be 
at work, and give to the members of the team a public 
importance which their personality fails to justify. But 
every institution feels itself bound to make a good show- 
ing for fear that a barbarian public, and the rich bar- 
barians among the alumni, will judge that it is lacking 
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in vitality. The fear is doubtless exaggerated, but such 
is the rationale of inter-collegiate athletics. 

Further light upon the “‘social obligations” of our col- 
leges and universities will be afforded by a study of the 
departments of education, or teachers’ colleges, which 
have been established in most of the larger institutions, 
and which now often receive a greater share of the atten- 
tion of the administration than any other part of the in- 
stitution. It is unnecessary to ask whether the history 
or philosophy of education are important subjects of 
study. The fact remains that the history of education 
is about as necessary a preliminary to the practice of 
teaching, as the history of medicine to the practice of 
medicine, while any genuine philosophy of education 
implies a broad basis of ripe culture. Nor may we ques- 
tion the need of a higher standard of general culture for 
the teachers in the secondary schools. All of this is irrele- 
vant to the department of education. The very last thing 
named there is the need of broad culture and sound 
knowledge. On the contrary, the idea is commonly con- 
veyed that a too thorough knowledge of the subject will 
be bad for the teacher. As I write, there comes to me 
the published report of a speech by the dean of one of the 
teachers’ colleges, who says that “‘it is harder for a Phi 
Beta Kappa to learn to teach than for medium students.” 
Of course the moral is clear: no student who intends to 
teach, and who hopes to receive an appointment, can 
afford to waste his time in making a record for excellence 
of scholarship and breadth of culture, such as would 
recommend him to Phi Beta Kappa, especially since any 
deficiencies in these directions can be more than made 
good by a “professional training” in child-psychology, 
the science of method, and the social aims of education. 

The result of this appeal is to bring to the university 
a large class of students whose personal ambition does 
not extend beyond the desire for a comfortable job, and 
who regard the university, not as an alma mater, but 
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simply as an emporium from which they may procure a 
professional outfit; and at the same time to instal in the 
faculty a set of men whose prevailing point of view is 
that of the entrepreneur. In all of our universities, from 
the Atlantic coast to the Pacific, the department of edu- 
cation, with its courses, students, and instructors, is 
an object of ridicule and malediction on the part of most 
of the faculty. Even the less fastidious are disposed to 
resent the presence in the university of a department 
whose intellectual and cultural status is hardly superior 
to that of a normal school. There would seem to be only 
one reason for the importance attached to the depart- 
ment by the administration, namely, the large and steady 
constituency which it is able to command through the 
questionable logic of its vocational appeal. For the pur- 
pose of enlarging the “plant,” nothing better has been yet 
devised than the plan of offering “professional training” 
for teachers. 

Hardly less significant, however, for a study of the 
social obligations resting upon our universities is the 
graduate school. In the West local patriotism demands 
that every state shall have its state-university, and no 
institution is a complete university without a graduate 
school. That several states should combine to form one 
graduate school of really good quality has, to my knowl- 
edge, never been suggested. Meanwhile, to measure the 
urgency of the need for graduate schools, it will be suffi- 
cient to contemplate the kind of men who are awarded 
fellowships in the graduate schools already well estab- 
lished, in the East or in the West. A dispassionate ob- 
server might readily conclude that the capacity of the 
country for graduate work had been satisfied for a century 
to come. And he would be the more confirmed in his 
opinion if he should reflect upon the cost of graduate 
instruction, the small number of students who attend 
the graduate courses, and the few who are not subsidized 
to attend. In his book on University Control Pro- 
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fessor Cattell has called attention to the fact that our 
graduate schools procure most of their students only by 
paying them, and to the more significant fact that, with 
all the inducements offered by scholarships and fellow- 
ships, the material is of not more than mediocre quality. 
Even at Harvard it has been noted that the graduate 
students were as a class inferior in personal genius and 
intellectual endowment to the best class of undergradu- 
ates. Nor does it seem worth while to increase the stipend. 
Some years ago one of our college presidents, an artist in 
inflation, conceived the idea of splitting his fellowships 
into two; with a scarcely observable change of quality, 
he obtained two graduate students for the price of one. 
From all this one would be led to conclude that what is 
now needed is, not more graduate schools, but a working 
outfit of really eligible students for those already estab- 
lished. 

Since the college faculty is recruited from the graduate 
school, this means that there is a corresponding lack of 
eligible material for college professorships. Professor 
Cattell suggests that the lack of good material for the 
graduate fellowships is due to the unsatisfactory condi- 
tions which, in America, surround the profession of scholar 
and teacher. Doubtless this is true, but the deeper fact 
seems to be that cultural conditions in the United States 
have not yet developed a sufficient number of men with 
a taste for academic work to fill the places created by a 
policy of hasty expansion. The result is that a fair num- 
ber of those composing our college faculties — fully half, 
one might say, viewing them as a whole, — are men who 
have no special sense of professional dignity or of pro- 
fessional responsibility; and some of those who write 
“Professor” before, or ““A.B., Ph.D.” after their names 
are all but illiterate. An unselected group of college pro- 
fessors leaves no impression of special culture. Their 
ordinary conversation conveys no impression of superior 
insight in matters of politics, or of art, or of social re- 
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form — very probably the subject of conversation is 
football and the prospects of the team. In any community 
a group of college professors is likely to represent, not a 
higher level of culture, but simply a fairly assorted average, 
a vertical section, so to speak, of the culture of the com- 
munity. Under normal conditions many of those who 
now compose our college faculties would probably be 
teaching in the elementary schools, while others, especially 
those, now highly esteemed by the administration, who 
prefer the stir and bustle of traveling and speech-making 
to the humdrum of study and teaching, would be carrying 
a case of samples or selling life-insurance. One of the 
striking things about our college professors is their 
frequent distaste for quiet occupations. Hence, while it is 
true that the conditions prevailing in the profession react 
upon the graduate schools, the reverse is also true. One 
reason that operates against better salaries for college 
professors is that so many are now worth no more than 
they get, while for men of a better quality there is no 
immediately promising source of supply. 

On the other hand, it is obvious that a policy of indis- 
criminate expansion is committed to the employment of 
Chinese cheap labor in teaching. To this necessity we 
owe the elaborate academic hierarchy extending through 
the grades of fellow, assistant, instructor, assistant pro- 
fessor, associate professor, full professor, to the culmina- 
ting dignity of “professor and head of the department;” to 
this we owe the employment of women in the coéducational 
colleges (who rarely get beyond the grade of instructor); 
and to this we owe the fact that, even in the oldest and 
richest of our universities, a great part of the instruction 
is given by instructors at about a thousand dollars a year. 
Yet all the while a course by a thousand-dollar instructor 
yields the same amount of credit towards the degree as a 
course by a full professor. From the administration’s 
standpoint, however, it is foolish to pay four or five 
thousand dollars for one man when you can get two or 
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three for that sum; and especially when your public is of a 
kind that only a small portion of it will know the difference. 

Peculiarly favorable to this policy has been the impor- 
tation from Germany of the wissenschaftliche Methode and, 
in particular, of the scientific method of creating a Doctor 
of Philosophy, based upon the curious Teutonic concep- 
tion of a “contribution to knowledge.” One such contri- 
bution is sufficient for a Doctor of Philosophy; the number 
of them is the measure of a scientific reputation. What 
is positively needed to constitute a contribution to knowl- 
edge, is not altogether clear. It seems quite certain, how- 
ever, that a contribution to knowledge need not be a 
contribution to ideas. And a census of the contributions 
printed by the journals devoted to special departments 
of knowledge suggests that little more is needed than an 
industrious description of some region of unexplored fact. 
It matters little that the fact is insignificant, or that the 
analysis (if there be analysis) throws no new light upon 
the principles of science or upon the motives of history or 
of literature — a fact is still a fact; and a “‘negative re- 
sult” in response to an improbable hypothesis is still a 
“contribution.” It is evident that the “scientific method,” 
whatever be its first intention, need not in practice imply 
the operation of intelligence. And this may help to explain 
why the “results of science”’ are occasionally indistinguish- 
able from those of manual labor, and how a man may rank 
as a scientific authority whose general intelligence would 
not clearly distinguish him from an ordinary carpenter or 
bricklayer. All of this, indeed, is implied in the logic of 
“method.” As the purpose of a machine is to be fool- 
proof, so is it the purpose of scientific method to make 
scientific discovery independent of personal endowment 
or genius. In the wholesale creation of academic estab- 
lishments the method plays a particularly important part, 
since it furnishes a supply of accredited reputations at a 
relatively moderate cost. 

The scientific method represents the introduction of 
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“democracy” into the fields of science and scholarship. 
And thus it enables us to explain the paradox, otherwise 
mystifying, that college professors are the first to teach 
the student to attach a superior importance to men of 
affairs; to value a practical experience of things above a 
clear understanding of them; the intuitions of the plain 
man, or of the child of nature, above the decisions of 
reflective judgment; and that they are the first to warn 
him against allowing plain common sense to be disturbed 
by the exercise of reason. All of this would be rather 
perplexing if one were unfamiliar with the democratic 
theory that a contribution to knowledge implies no exer- 
cise of intelligence, and that intellectual discipline works 
no change in the quality of the man. 

When, however, it becomes a question of democracy 
for the faculty — or, in other words, of a form of academic 
administration appropriate to the idea of a learned pro- 
fession — the democrats of this type are apt to be either 
silent or contemptuous. One of the reasons why academic 
administration is imperialistic in democratic America, 
while it is democratic in imperialistic Germany, is that 
A.nerican scholars have no illusions regarding the dignity 
of their profession. On the other hand, a commercial, 
or, if you please, scientific, theory of academic organiza- 
tion leads quite naturally to the conception of the college- 
president as a captain of industry — while a study of the 
acts of college professors in their corporate capacity as a 
faculty might easily lead one to believe that most of them 
are capable only of doing what they are told. But all 
this is but one manifestation of a deeper reason. For a 
true basis of comparison, we must turn, not to the German 
university, but to the German army, and then back again 
to the citizen soldiery of the United States. On a peace 
footing, if academic progress be the end in question, there 
appears to be no reason why a body of academic teachers, 
presumably men of culture and of experience in academic 
affairs, should not be able to govern an educational in- 
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stitution both efficiently and progressively under the 
presiding direction of one of their number responsible to 
themselves. Nor may we see why any scholar should 
be disinclined to interrupt his studies for a term to assume 
the office. But for an aggressive campaign against the 
state-treasury, or the pockets of the wealthy, or a raid 
upon the constituency of a rival institution, such a form 
of organization would be as little fitted as our National 
Guard for an invasion of Canada. A campaign of con- 
quest calls for the autocratic powers of a captain of in- 
dustry. 

In institutions of established reputation, the tradition 
of culture is usually strong enough to demand that the 
president be a scholar and a man of distinction — though 
he need not be a conspicuous illustration of the theory 
that familiarity with the arts emollit mores, nec sinit esse 
feros. A glance, however, at what is expected of the 
president in the great majority of colleges and universities 
will convince one that it is easier for the rich man to enter 
the Kingdom of Heaven than for the president to live up 
to the ideal of a scholar and a gentleman. It will also help 
to account for the number of strange and even grotesque 
characters which have figured in the office. Every one 
has known college presidents whose personality would 
suggest the politician, the promoter, the theatrical mana- 
ger, or the quack-doctor— anything rather than the 
head of an institution of learning. When a professor is 
elevated to the presidency, he ceases to be a teacher, and 
becomes an “educator” (with a long 0). The duties of 
the office leave no time, as a rule, either for teaching or 
for study — for which, doubtless, those who have been 
“training” for the office are often grateful. The result is 
that the educational manager is usually far removed from 
the realities of education. And, indeed, the last thing of 
which our college presidents are expected to have any 
personal knowledge is the courses that are given in their 
institution and the ideas of the instructor who is giving 
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them. What is chiefly demanded of them is “executive 
ability,” especially that kind of which the chief ingredient 
is a histrionic capacity for attracting attention. 

Thus the duties of the office are only remotely aca- 
demic. On the side of internal administration, the first 
duty of the president is to swell the volume of “life” by 
a paternal encouragement, mingled at times with insist- 
ence, of all the organizations representing “‘student in- 
terests’’ — those athletic, first of all, but then the count- 
less other societies, religious, social, dramatic, musical, 
terpsichorean, journalistic, forensic, or what not, which 
give a tone of “vitality” to our academic life (or, as you 
may choose to put it, make a howling wilderness of the 
academic halls); and among which the literary society 
of the older days is the least considered. If college life is 
to yield material for publicity nothing should be left to 
the student’s spontaneity; on the other hand, the modern 
college student is apt to blame the administration if he is 
backward in making friends or fails to make a place 
for himself among his fellows. On the side of external 


administration, the duties of the president may be summed 


up in the two words, money and publicity. To procure 
the first of these, he is expected to make himself acceptable 
to men of wealth; or, in the state-university, to the poli- 


ticians. Those who idealize the independence of the state- 


university are apt to forget that it has its own seamy side. 
At the same time, to strengthen his appeal, the college 
president is expected to create a larger clientele among 
the public, and, for all these purposes, to organize the 


alumni into a compact fighting force. This means that he 


must be half the time traveling and making speeches. 
The demands upon him for talk alone are usually far 
in excess of any normal capacity for thinking; and it 


would be an extraordinary man who, under all these con- 
ditions, should preserve a high sincerity or a deeply 


thoughtful attitude towards life. 
All of this is the outcome of an expensive “‘democracy,” 
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based, we are told, upon broad conceptions of social 
responsibility. How far the elevation of society is in- 
volved in this democratic program I have tried to make 
clear. In any case there would seem to be a need for a 
few institutions of learning with the courage to be aris- 


tocratic. An aristocratic college (or university, as the 
case may be) would necessarily limit the scope of its work, 
in range of courses and number of students, to what it 
could do well upon the income at its command. Several 
of our academic endowments might seem to be already 


sufficient for maintaining a uniformly high standard of 
very fair scope. An aristocratic institution of learning 
would then be represented by an aristocratic faculty, 
composed of men whose life and teaching rest upon the 
conviction that exercise of intellect and cultivation of 
taste produce a finer type of man. With the possible 
exception of a few of the younger men, an aristocratic 


faculty would be made up of men worthy of the rank 
and salary of a full professor. In the aristocratic college 


or university the competition for students would be re- 


placed by the competition of applicants for entrance; and 


an institution which preserved its independence by thus 
deliberately determining the scope of its work would have 


the choice of the best. Admission to college would then 


become what it might conceivably be expected to be, an 


aristocratic privilege. Of course, an aristocratic institu- 
tion of learning could not hope to make a constant noise in 
the world. It should none the less be an inspiring and 


pervasive influence in the direction of a higher tone of 
thought and morals for all of society. 








TRUST-BUSTING AS A NATIONAL PASTIME 


GERMAN economist recently visiting the United 

States was asked to explain how Germany’s policy 
toward industrial combinations differed from ours. He 
said the difference that struck him most was that Germany 
did not go about solving the problem through legislation 
in the same light-hearted way that we seemed to. Per- 
haps, he added, this is because the old fashioned view still 
prevails in Germany that laws once enacted are to be 
rigidly and impartially enforced. He continued, that 
beyond amending her corporation law to insure that actual 
assets should bear a constant relation to nominal capital, 
to impose personal liability upon promoters and directors 
for losses due to untrue or misleading information which 
they might circulate, and to punish severely all forms of 
unfair competition, Germany had refrained from legislat- 
ing on the subject. Nothing, he pointed out, like our 
anti-trust act, — to say nothing of our New Jersey seven- 
sister laws or our pending federal five-brother bills, — 
was to be found in German legislation. On the contrary, 
he asserted, combination agreements fixing prices and 
controlling outputs are enforced by German courts as 
readily as any other contracts, and the dissolution of a 
combination like the Westphalian coal cartell would be 
regarded not as a matter for public rejoicing, but as a 
serious blow to national prosperity. He did not maintain 
that Germany had solved the trust problem, but said that 
her attitude was well described as one of “‘watchful 
waiting.” 

To American statesmen the policy of Germany must 
seem weak and pusillanimous to a degree. They have 
become so habituated to the thought that “the anti-trust 
act is the magna charta of our business liberties,” that 
attorneys-general and members of Congress vie with one 
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another in the race to add fresh victims to the list of 
busted trusts to the credit of the dominant political party. 
Presidents “point with pride” to the number of prosecu- 
tions carried to a successful conclusion during their ad- 
ministrations. If the zeal of the department of justice 
seems to flag, Congress creates special committees to 
investigate the steel trust or other suspected combination, 
and thus a healthful rivalry is maintained which not only 
keeps the names of the “busters” prominently before the 
public, but supplies an unending stream of near facts for 
our newspapers, ever fearless champions of truth and 
justice. 

Exhilarating as is this national pastime of trust-busting, 
the latest legislative proposals in Congress may well give 
pause even to the most ardent. Four bills have been 
seriously put forward which if enacted would make crim- 
inal many of the most common practices of American 
business men. The climax is reached in a clause in one 
of these measures that specifically makes it a crime for 
business men “‘to make any agreement, enter into any 
arrangement, or arrive at any understanding by which 
they, directly or indirectly, undertake to prevent a free 
and unrestricted competition among themselves or among 
any purchasers or consumers in the sale, production or 
transportation of any product, article, or commodity.” 
Under this clause California orange growers who join 
together for the grading, packing and marketing of their 
fruit would be parties to a criminal conspiracy. Milk 
farmers who maintain codperative creameries would be 
equally culpable. Labor organizations restraining the com- 
petition of their members in the sale of their labor are con- 
demned. This bill, if enacted and rigidly enforced would 
make of business a bellum omnium contra omnes, and 
bring us back to the atomic stage of our industrial develop- 
ment. That such ill-considered legislation will be enacted 
is highly improbable, but its serious proposal invites a 
sober reconsideration of our whole trust policy. 
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The first aspect of the present situation that must strike 
the impartial observer is the inconsistency of the policy 
we are adopting toward our railroads and other common 
carriers. Since 1887 these businesses have been subject 
to regulation through the Interstate Commerce Commis- 
sion, justified on the ground that for them competition is 
not an adequate means of control, and that unless their 
monopolizing greed is subjected to rigid regulation, the 
interests of the public must suffer. That these businesses 
are natural monopolies of organization, that is, businesses 
that can be most efficiently and economically administered 
as single or closely combined organizations in each of the 
localities to which they minister, every economist would 
agree. Competition in rates among railroads is unde- 
sirable because it means costly and destructive rate wars 
that can only end in rate agreements, tacit or open. 

The policy of empowering the Interstate Commerce 
Commission to fix rates, and thus secure reasonableness 
and stability, is thus sound public policy. Amendments 
to the interstate commerce act, giving the commission a 
similar power over express rates and telegraph and tele- 
phone rates, where competition is also absent or self- 
destructive, have been made or should be made. 

But while we are committed to this policy of regulated 
combination of common carriers, we still apply to them 
the Sherman act prohibiting combinations! Without 
any attempt to decide or even discuss whether the com- 
binations into which the railroads have entered (the lease 
of the Southern Pacific by the Union Pacific, for example) 
make for economy and efficiency, the Attorney-General 
feels compelled by the law which he is bound to administer, 
to search out such combinations and force their dissolu- 
tion. No well informed railroad man would maintain 
that any benefit redounded either to the public or to the 
railroads by forcing the Southern Pacific and the Union 
Pacific apart. Yet the Attorney-General congratulates 
himself on the achievement, and public opinion approves 
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because it is clear that the process was both costly and 
painful to the railroads themselves. That what is bad 
for the railroads must be good for the rest of us seems to 
be the popular logic of the matter. 

The most recent triumph of the department of justice, 
in this field, is the forcing apart of the telephone and 
telegraph monopolies. That these businesses can best 
be operated in combination, is obvious to anyone who has 
given any thought to the character of the services they 
render. Receiving and delivering telegrams by telephone 
add greatly to the efficiency of the system, not only be- 
cause of the saving of time, but because of the multiplica- 
tion of offices from which either telephone calls or tele- 
grams may be despatched. In many localities the same 
poles may be used for stringing both kinds of wires. 
Finally, on the administrative side, the opportunity for 
saving through concentration of management is consider- 
able. At the same time that the Attorney-General was 
effecting this divorce, the Postmaster General was urg- 
ing the advantages not only of having these two busi- 
nesses combined, but of having both managed by the 
government in connection with the postal service. As 
has been well said, if the Postmaster General is right 
in advocating the operation of both the telegraph and 
long-distance telephone businesses by the post-office, the 
Attorney-General cannot be right in thinking the dismem- 
berment of the telegraph-telephone combination was in 
the line of wise public policy. 

It has long been clear to thoughtful citizens that as the 
policy of regulating natural monopolies is perfected, the 
policy of prohibiting combination in this field of enterprise 
should be abandoned. No such amendment of the anti- 
trust act is, however, included among the trust bills now 
before Congress! They continue to ignore the distinction 
between natural monopolies and ordinary businesses, and 
to force upon both the form of competition; although, as 
regards the former, the reality has long been notoriously 
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absent. Under the law as applied by the Supreme Court, 
it is still criminal for the railroads to enter into rate agree- 
ments. That they do enter into such agreements, how- 
ever, is tacitly recognized even by the Interstate Com- 
merce Commission, in entertaining from them a collective 
demand for a five per cent increase in rates. No wonder a 
German visitor is led to remark upon the contrast his 
country presents, where the old fashioned view still pre- 
vails that laws should be enforced! 

As combination in the railroad, telegraph and telephone 
businesses is a perfectly normal economic development, 
conducing to the public interest rather than opposed to 
it, so it is far from proven that combinations among manu- 
facturers, such as are freely permitted in Germany, are 
not often advantageous. The steel industry may be 
used to illustrate the argument. Here is a branch of busi- 
ness in which concentration and large scale production 
make for economy, until a scale of operations is attained 
calling for millions of dollars of capital and thousands 
of employees. The Carnegie Steel Company, the Jones- 
Laughlin Steel Company, the Illinois Steel Company, all 
grew up under highly competitive conditions, and each 
attained a gigantic size without passing the point where 
enlarging the scale of operations continued to make for 
economy in production. But when an industry is of such 
a character that success necessitates the investment of 
millions of dollars in each competing aggregation of pro- 
ducing units, a situation is presented where the losses due 
to unrestrained competition are correspondingly enormous. 
In times of prosperity, each producing organization ex- 
pands to realize more fully the economies of large scale 
production. Iron and coke properties are secured to 
insure uninterrupted supply of raw materials; transporta- 
tion facilities are acquired, since the business is so large 
as to require for its exclusive use fleets of vessels and 
special railroad carriers; blast furnaces and rolling mills 
are built in convenient proximity, to permit the conver- 











Trust-Busting as a National Pastime 411 


sion of raw materials into finished products with least 
expenditure of time and effort. This development is in 
obedience to the laws of expanding trade. If the industry 
is to be economically conducted, it must occur, and the 
public interest demands that it shall occur. 

A period of depression now ensues. If each of the com- 
peting units pursues its own interest blindly, disregardful 
of the general good of the trade, each will compete des- 
perately to secure the largest share of the diminished 
trade. Prices will be recklessly cut. It is better to operate 
mines and mills at low profits, at no profits, or even at a 
loss, than to have mines and mills shut down, the prop- 
erties deteriorate, and the skilled labor force that has been 
slowly drawn together dispersed far and wide over the 
country. There is thus no limit short of actual bankruptcy 
to which the competitors will not find it to their interest 
to go so long as they remain competitors. But why should 
they carry their competition to such reckless lengths? 
Will it not be better for each and for all to produce moder- 
ately at low profits until the depression has passed, and 
conserve all the producing machinery for the time when 
business will revive, as it surely will revive, and all will 
again be needed? Is such combination to restrain compe- 
tition opposed to the interest of the whole community? 
What useful purpose, after all, is served by forcing large 
numbers of steel plants into bankruptcy in every period of 
depression, with the result that the machinery for produc- 
tion becomes quite inadequate to meet the demand when 
prosperity returns, and prices are forced to levels as un- 
reasonably high as they were unreasonably low during the 
depression? Instead of having steel either prince or pau- 
per, is it not better to have steel a contented and moder- 
ately prosperous citizen at all times? It is contended 
that this life and death competition makes for more rapid 
improvement in productive methods, but does it? Under 
a regime of regulated combination, each producing unit 
is still under strong pressure to cut down its expenses of 











412 The Unpopular Review 


production, and to make its profits by that much larger. 
Is there any real evidence that improvements in methods 
have not been introduced as rapidly since the steel trust 
was organized in 1901, as they were before? In that 
period the open hearth process has been substituted on a 
vast scale for the Bessemer process. The Steel Corpora- 
tion has spent millions of dollars in developing its plants at 
Gary to the highest efficiency yet known in the industry. 
Its smaller rivals have been equally active. Although in 
many lines prices have been steadied, and run-away 
markets in either direction prevented, there have been as 
eager efforts to improve on existing methods, and to con- 
centrate production at the points best fitted for it, as there 
ever were before. 

There are, of course, considerations to be urged on the 
other side. If allowed to combine to prevent disastrously 
low prices, steel manufacturers will be under temptation 
to take advantage of the situation by imposing unrea- 
sonably high prices. ‘‘When producers reach for one 
another’s hands, let consumers guard their throats!” 
If such combination is to be tolerated, it must be under the 
restraining influence of a strong federal commission that 
will enforce publicity, will prevent unfair and oppressive 


methods toward non-members of the combination, and 


will be prepared as a last resort to ask Congress for au- 


thority to prescribe reasonable prices in exceptional cases, 
just as the Interstate Commerce Commission has been 


given authority to regulate in the public interest the 


charges of common carriers. 


The objection most strongly urged against such a policy 
in high quarters is that it means “regulated monopoly” 
and that monopoly is intolerable. There are three possible 


policies which government may apply to business: that 


of enforced competition, that of regulated competition, 
and that of regulated monopoly. The bill that we have 
criticized would enforce competition by penalizing every 
slightest departure from it in the direction of codperation. 
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This is so obviously not in harmony with the codperative 
spirit of the day, that the latest pronunciamento from 
Washington declares in favor not of “enforced” compe- 
tition but of “regulated” competition. Regulated com- 
petition is a policy on which all may seemingly unite, 
but there is wide difference of opinion as to what it will 
ultimately lead to. Those who consider regulated mo- 
nopoly intolerable believe that in all lines of business, pro- 
vided that small business men are protected from unfair 
and oppressive methods of competition on the part of 
their larger rivals, that a reasonable amount of publicity 
is required, and that artificial methods of bringing about 
monopoly are prevented, competition will remain a domi- 
nant force. They make light of the alleged economies of 
combination and view the whole trust movement as the 
offspring of monopolistic greed and the profit-hunger of 
the promoter and high financier. Those who believe that 
in other lines of business than the recognized natural 
monopolies, all embracing combinations would be able 
to produce more efficiently and therefore sell more cheaply 


than smaller producing units, think that regulated com- 
petition, at least for these lines, must develop in the long 
run into regulated monopoly. Instead of regarding regu- 
lated monopoly as intolerable they view it as natural and 


inevitable. While they admit that the superiority of large 
combinations cannot be proved from American experience, 
since regulated competition is only just beginning to have 
a fair trial here, they point confidently, in support of 


their theory, to what is going on in Germany. In view 


of this diversity of expert opinion, it would seem to be 
the part of prudence to give regulated competition a 
fuller trial before going in either for enforced competition, 


on the one hand, or regulated monopoly, on the other. 


As a step toward a wiser solution of the combination 
problem, than the blind condemnation and prohibition 
of all combinations, which has thus far dominated Amer- 
ican legislation, the proposal to create an Interstate Trade 
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Commission now before Congress merits the support of 
all classes. Such a commission could aid materially in the 
enforcement of the anti-trust act, and should therefore be 
favored by the trust-busters. It could pass on the plans 


of business men before they enter upon them, and thus 


give at least negative aid in avoiding arrangements that 
might be held unlawful. Finally, it could collect the in- 
formation necessary to a wise decision between our present 
policy of prohibiting combinations and the German policy 
of permitting them, subject to a policy of “watchful wait- 


ing” on the part of the government. 
It is indicative of the present state of mind of our public 
men that the very committees of Congress which are 


considering the creation of such a commission, are con- 
sidering at the same time measures that would largely pre- 
vent it from accomplishing the good that is to be expected 
from it. It is earnestly to be hoped that Congress may be 
induced to content itself at this time with creating a com- 
petent trade commission. If it is not prepared expressly 
to exempt from the operation of the anti-trust act the 
common carriers subject to regulation by the Interstate 
Commerce Commission, may it at least refrain from mak- 
ing that act odious as well as ridiculous, and leave to the 
Supreme Court the task, on which it is so well advanced, 
of giving it an interpretation that is at once clear and 
reasonable! 





OUR GOVERNMENT SUBVENTION TO 
LITERATURE 


PAUL OTLET, the Secretary of the Brussels In- 
e ternational Bibliographic Institute, places the 
total annual book production of the entire globe at ap- 


proximately 150,000 volumes per annum. 

Senor Eduardo Ravarro Salvador, a distinguished 
Spanish author, has compiled with greatest care statistics 
of a similar nature which are printed in the Madrid 
Heraldo, and his estimate quite closely confirms the other, 
aggregating approximately a little over 160,000 for the 
year IQIl. 

A dozen years ago, when book production was smaller 


than today, Mr. Percy L. Parker, in the New York In- 
dependent, gave the total number of books issued by thir- 


teen countries in an average year as 77,250, which would 
be not as large as the estimates of either Senor Salvador 
or M. Otlet, but is nevertheless of use in confirming them, 
and increasing the probability that a mean of the three 


estimates may be quite substantially near to the truth. 

Mr. Joseph B. Gilder, in an article in the New York 
Times, for January 25, 1914, states that our Ambassador 
to the Court of St. James, Mr. Page of the publishing firm 
of Doubleday, Page and Co., said not long before depart- 
ing for his post, that American men spend less for books 
than for neckties, and American women less than for the 
buttons on their frocks. The same article quotes the 
Boston bookseller, Mr. W. B. Clarke, who is Chairman 
of the Executive Committee of the American Booksellers 
Association, as saying that the per capita consumption 
of books is less than of any other commodity. 

Following Mr. Gilder’s article, and using the statistics 


415 
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of the Statesman’s Year Book, as to population, and of the 
World Almanac, as to book production in 1910, we find 
that in Switzerland there was one book printed for every 
872 population; in Japan one to 1,224; in Germany one 
to 2,075; in France one to 3,809; in Great Britain one 
to 3,808; and in the United States one to 7,295. In I911 
our showing was not quite so good. 

According to statistics prepared for the World Almanac, 
and to sources indicated above, and others, the number of 
books issued annually in the United States varies in late 
years but little either way from 10,000. It would appear 
that the United States issued roughly only about six per 
cent of the total, and if we deduct new editions and trans- 
lations, only about four per cent of the total. 

Further, by an examination of these various and 
varying statistics from the best experts, it is evident that 
little Switzerland, which is scarcely one-eighteenth the size 
of our State of Texas, and whose population is less than 
one-twenty-fifth that of the United States, publishes more 
than three-quarters as many books per annum as we do; 
in other words, ten times as many books per million in- 
habitants per annum are published by Switzerland as by 
the United States. In fact she leads the world in this 
particular. 

By similar analysis, we find that the Scandinavian 
countries, Denmark, Sweden and Norway, which in book 
production are next in rank to Switzerland, have an out- 
put of about six times ours. Germany, France, the British 
Empire, Holland, Italy, Austria greatly surpass us, all 
running, per million of population, from three and one- 
half to five times our output. Roumania, with one- 
thirteenth our population, publishes one-fourth as many 
books; Japan with slightly more than half our population, 
publishes four times as many; in other words, eight times 
as many per million of population; but a large number of 
these are pamphlets: so instead of publishing in percent- 
ages eight times as many, she really issues an average of 
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between three and four times as many, which makes our 
showing even then bad enough. 

In the density of our ignorance, we sometimes think 
and speak of Russia as a benighted country, forgetting 
that in her middle and upper circles, she is vibrant with 
intellectual and artistic energy. In book production, 
even though the showing on her side is distorted by the 
countless millions of her ignorant peasant class, who num- 
ber about 79 per cent of her population, we find that she 
produces two and three-quarters times as many books as 
we do, and has a population only one and two-thirds 
times larger. In other words, she materially exceeds us 
in book production. 

This leaves us to seek in Spain the only one of the 
civilized nations of the entire globe that publishes so few 
books per million of population per annum as we do; and 
it is questionable whether we are able to hold the lead 
over even her: for an analysis of the statistics of both 
Otlet and Salvador places us slightly behind united Spain 
and Portugal, the figures for the two being given in con- 
junction. Beneath these there is no lower depth. 

Germany produces more books than any other nation in 
the seven highly creditable classes of educational, arts 
and sciences, belles lettres, theology, medicine, voyages, 
and law. 

Italy holds first rank in political economy; France in 
history, poetry and drama; and the United States ties 
France for first place in one item only, books on sport. 
That is our best bid for a premier place. 

The Publishers?’ Weekly, the semi-official organ of the 
book trade, in its issue of Jan. 30, 1904, contains the fol- 
lowing statement: 


The great decrease in all the more serious departments of 
literature, as well as in some of the lighter ones, is a curious and 
unexplainable condition of our book production. Scientific 
and philosophical writings are as conspicuous through their 
absence as are the simply amusing books. 
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Moreover, this backward condition of America’s book 
production is a new situation that has existed for a genera- 
tion only. That this is so, is shown in various ways, but 
particularly in the parlous condition of the retail book- 
selling trade. A generation ago, when our population 
was a little less than one-half what it is today, there were 
in the United States, it is estimated, between three and 
four thousand booksellers carrying fairly good stocks of 
books representative of history, light science, economics, 
art, biography, travel, poetry, essays, fiction and belles 
lettres generally. 

There are less than fifteen hundred booksellers left, and 
this number is steadily being diminished through with- 
drawals from business. Yet on January 9, 1914, the Sec- 
retary of the American News Company told the House 
Committee on Post Office that the country contains 
nearly a hundred thousand news stands. 

Since there were three or four thousand bookstores, 
not only has the population of the country more than 


doubled, but the general average of wealth has increased 
markedly, being quite four times what it was then: so that 
by good rights the three or more thousand booksellers 
of that day should have increased three-fold or over, to 
at least ten thousand, instead of diminishing by more 
than one-half. 


If it be true, as has been repeatedly asserted, that a good 
bookstore, well stocked and intelligently managed, per- 
forms an educational work in any community only slightly, 
if indeed at all,less important than that done by its schools, 
colleges, libraries or churches, this deplorable condition 
of affairs merits serious attention. 

The reason for the situation is not far to seek: though 
not even its existence, let alone its cause, is as generally 
known as it should be. Yet the cause seems plainly and 
definitely determinable. To arrive at it, we must turn 
from book production to another printing-trade industry 
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that has waxed in the United States as book production 
has waned. Forty years ago less than ten million copies 
of periodicals, exclusive of newspapers, were published 
annually. Today it is estimated that there are published 
over seven-and-a-half billion, and of this quantity more 
than one-half gets distribution through the mails. These 
extra hundreds of millions of periodicals would seem to 
mean as many tens of millions fewer good books; and that 
seems to be virtually the sole cause of the disappearance 
of the books. 


On June 23, 1874, there was approved an act of Con- 
gress establishing a pound rate of postage on mail matter 
of the second-class—newspapers and periodicals. At first 
this rate was three cents a pound for magazines, and two 
for newspapers. Soon it was lowered to two cents for 
each, and still later, becoming operative on July 1, 1885, 
the rate was reduced to only one cent per pound for each. 
The cost of service rendered then and every year since, 
is many times that amount: at present it is estimated 
by various experts and commissions as running from 
61% cents to 12 cents per pound. 

The effect of that law is emphatically shown in the 
following table giving amounts of second-class mail 
(periodical literature) carried by the Post Office Depart- 
ment at various dates. 


For 1875 (first year law was operative) 40,000,000 pounds 


Gd 5 2% Bouola avaioeteda ewe 61,000,000 “ 
PME brewer Aden e va geeue 204,000,000 “ 
Pe dig ate 2 iat Ny witha ae a 450,000,000 “ 
I ides oe ie PRU Sees ee eae 1,096,000,000 “ 


At this rate, within less than ten years, if the law is not 
changed, this output will have increased to more than 
two billion pounds per annum. 

Evidently giving to periodical literature this service 
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at one cent per pound, $20. per ton, the cost being eight 
or ten times as much, has been simply a subvention, and 
a very effective one. Although we publish few books as 
compared with other civilized nations, we issue more 
periodicals than all other nations put together, and half 
as much again: for we publish sixty per cent of the periodi- 
cal literature of the entire globe. 

The United States, according to the report of the Third 
Assistant Postmaster General for January, 1914, handled 
in the second-class mail, during the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1913, over five thousand million copies of period- 
icals — more than fifty for each man, woman and child in 
the United States — enough to make more than 2,600 
train loads of ten fully loaded cars per train. And this 
does not take into consideration the enormous number 
of copies of daily newspapers and other periodicals which 
are circulated outside of the mails, by carriers, newsdealers 
and others. 


Underlying this, megalosaurus-like development, is the 
factor that carriage by the government at the nearly free 
rate of one cent per pound, covers not only the literary 
product but the advertising material which has been 
the determining factor in this marvellous increase. At 
the time the pound-rate law first became operative, maga- 
zines were few in number, and contained little advertising 
and much good literature; but the pound-rate law gave 
birth to a new kind of magazine issued at less than cost 
for the revenue to be derived, because of the immense 
circulation possible under the subvention, from its ad- 
vertising pages; and their advertising pages generally weigh 
more and cost the government more to transport, than do 
their literary pages. 

To increase this revenue, circulations were forced by 
methods that directly violated the law, and these methods 
are still being used. Premiums were given to an extent 
that led to an investigation by the Post Office Department, 
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and it was found (Third Assistant Postmaster General’s 
report, Dec. I, 1911, p. 39) that in one case four-fifths 
of the subscribers went for the premium, the publication 
being worth nothing except as an advertising medium 
because of its large circulation — a circulation with which, 
despite the government subvention, literature had nothing 
to do. Another periodical, weekly and agricultural, 
forced by premium 122,000 subscriptions out of 143,000; 
another 41,000 out of 53,000. 

There are hundreds of needless growths of this sort. 
As an instance, there are published in the United States 
some eighty-six banking periodicals. The Secretary of 
the American Bankers’ Association, when asked how 
many of these were needed, replied: ‘From three to six, 
and the other eighty are ‘leg pullers.’ They live in 
great part by sandbagging advertising out of financial 
interests.” 


Dr. Talcott Williams, at the session of the American 
Historical Association at Washington a few years ago, 
said that one hundred years earlier, the aggregate weight 
of one copy of each issue of an ordinary city daily for a 
year was about ten pounds; fifty years later it was twenty- 
five pounds; twenty-five years later it had become fifty 
pounds; and when he spoke it was a hundred and twenty- 
five pounds; while in some instances the Sunday editions 
alone weigh more than that. How much of it is published 
to the real advantage of the community? 

Upon careful consideration, it seems evident that at 
first the law diverted the patronage of the reading public 
from books to the higher-priced and more respectable 
magazines, those so priced that their sale at the published 
rate would be possible even if the advertising were a minor 
consideration; that next, the twenty-five cent issues cut 
the ground from under these older and higher-priced ones; 
that then rapidly appeared the fifteen-cent ones, and next 
the ten-cent ones — all so expensive to make that only 
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the great volume of advertising rendered the low price 
possible; and that now the five-cent issues are, in their 
turn, no less rapidly displacing the ten-cent ones. Swift’s 
doggerel tells the tale: 


So, naturalists observe, a flea 

Has smaller fleas that on him prey; 
And these have smaller still to bite ’em; 
And so proceed ad infinitum. 


While this article has primarily to do with the deca- 
dence of our literature, the economic side should not be 
lost sight of. 

For the fiscal year ending June 30, 1913, the expense 
account of the Post Office Department amounted to over 
$260,000,000. The second-class mail supplied nearly 
two-thirds of the tonnage, and cost more than one-third 
of the total aggregate of expense, but the revenue paid 
by its publishers amounted to just under $10,000,000, as 
against the cost of over $86,000,000. 

To make up for the loss thus incurred, the first-class 
mail — the letter mail, which weighed only about one- 
fifth as many pounds, had to supply $175,000,000 of 
revenue from a service costing the government less than 
$100,000,000. That is to say, the letter mail paid eighteen 
times as much revenue as the second-class mail, and 
weighed but one-fifth as much. 

There were carried the past year very nearly two 
billions of postal cards which produced a revenue of 
nearly $20,000,000. The weight of these was only about 
12,000,000 pounds. Twelve million pounds of postal 
cards therefore produced almost exactly twice as much 
revenue as one thousand million pounds of publishers’ 
second-class mail. 

Averaging all in all, first-class mail costs at most not 
quite four times as much per pound as second-class mail, 
and pays eighty-four times as much. 

In other words, each time that one of the forty or fifty 
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million users of the first-class mail puts a two-cent stamp 
on a letter, one cent pays for the service rendered, and 
nearly all of the other cent is taken by the Department to 
give the “special privilege” of service at one-eighth of 
cost, to less than thirty thousand periodical publishers. 


Is it any wonder that new periodicals have begun their 
career in the United States at the rate of more than ten 
a day for every day, Sundays and holidays included, of 
the past fifteen years? Fortunately, however, the death 
rate is nearly as great as the birth rate; but since those 
that persist are the selected growths, there is, as we have 
seen, a tremendous annual increase. 

One expert estimates that the total number of books 
published in the world since the invention of printing is 
some fifteen millions, and another, more modest, places 
the figures at between ten and twelve millions. Assuming 
for each book a first edition of one thousand copies, a 
somewhat common issue, we should have from ten billion 
to fifteen billion copies of all. In other words, there are 
issued in the United States each year from one-half to 
three-quarters as many copies of periodicals as have ever 
been published in the first editions of all books ever printed 
by all the nations of the world. 

There can be no deduction made from the general fea- 
tures of the situation other than that the distribution of 
this one class of merchandise at a practically free rate is 
nearly the sole reason for this wasteful over-production. 

When the pound-rate law was enacted, the distinct 
purpose was announced that its effect should be educa- 
tional. The contrary is unmistakably the case. The 
reading of the ten to twenty minute magazine article or 
the skimming over of the Sunday paper, seems to have 
become too often the limit of the intellectual activity of 
our people of average education. 

To carry the Police Gazette at a cent a pound while 
charging eight times as much for a spelling book or Bible, 





424 The Unpopular Review 


and then to claim that the law permitting this discrep- 
ancy was enacted in the interests of education, is at least 
edifying. Archbishop Hare in his bright little volume 
Guesses at Truth once remarked that a very bad reason was 


in effect next to a very good one. 
Mr. J. N. Larned the very eminent librarian says: 


The so-called newspaper which interests itself and which 
labors to interest its readers in the trivialities and ignoble oc- 
currences of the day — in the prize fights and mean preliminaries 
of prize fights, the boxing matches, the ball games, the races, 
the teas, the luncheons, the receptions, the dresses, the goings 
and comings and private doings of private persons — making 
the most in all possible ways of all petty things and low things, 
while treating grave matters with levity and impertinence — 
with what effect can such a mewspaper be read? I do not care 
to say. If I spoke my mind, I might strike harshly at too many 
whose reading is confined to such sheets, but I will venture so 
much remark as this: That I would prefer absolute illiteracy for 
a son or a daughter of mine, total inability to spell a single 
printed word, rather than that he or she should be habitually a 
reader of the common newspaper of America of today, and a 
reader of nothing better. 


According to Census Bulletin No. 57 for 1905, there 
was spent in the preceding year in the entire country for 
newspapers the enormous sum of $280,000,000, and for 
all textbooks for use in both public and private schools, 
sectarian and non-sectarian, and in all colleges, only some 


$12,000,000! More than $23 spent for ephemeral litera- 


ture, much of which debases the literary taste of the com- 
munity, for each dollar spent for literature whose function 
was technically educational. 

To get a further idea of the literary pabulum that the 


government subvention is creating for us, let us consider 


an average magazine of the so-called popular sort. Some- 
one defines it as follows: 
“‘A magazine is a small body of literature, entirely 


surrounded by advertising. In this respect, it resembles 
a railroad ham sandwich with the advertising bread cut 
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very thick and the literary meat in especially thin slices. 
The situation is well summarized when Dooley says: 
‘Hinnessy, mon, last night on my way home from wurruk 
I bought one of them popular magazines expectin’ after 
I had eaten me supper and put on me slippers, and lighted 
me pipe, to sit down for a quiet avenin’s enjoyment look- 
ing over the advertisements, and do you know, mon, 
twinty-five per cent of the dommed thing was just nothing 
but “‘litherachoor.” ’” 

The magazine frequently gives great prominence to 
pictures of actresses — doubtless by favorable arrange- 
ments with their managers. With these may appear an 
article with an alliterative title, showing How Cleveland 
was Cunningly Conned; How Placid Philadelphia’s Pu- 
tridity was Purged; Why Denver went to the Devil; etc. 
Then may follow an article explaining how our reporter 
Wily Willie went under “ Jawn Dee’s” window and, by 
making a noise like an extra dividend, secured an interview 
with him. Then a trifling poem or two, and a long con- 
tinued dry-as-dust serial story, which serves in some 
measure as the talcum powder to disinfect, so to speak, 
the rest. Then may follow a Retraction article, showing 
that whereas we stated in our latest issue that an emissary 
of the Standard Oil Co. was responsible for the Chicago 
Conflagration by sneaking up behind Mrs. O’Leary’s cow 
and sticking a pin into her while she was being milked, 
we wish to inform our readers that we are now convinced 
that this was incorrect. Further investigation shows that 


the Standard Oil Co. was entirely innocent. It was an 
employee of the Packing House Trust who was guilty of 


the dastardly deed. Then perhaps will follow a Passionate 
Personal Appeal from the publisher for subscriptions to 
about $10,000,000 worth of stock of the Magazine Com- 


pany. (Send in any sum from $1 up, use the corner 
coupon.) All of this will be encased in a gaudy, if not neat, 


cover bearing a design showing a girl’s face and some of 
her form. If you want to see the rest of that, look at the 
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corset advertisements inside. An old lady lately said that 


when she read her modern magazine, she felt that she 
had been to an undress party where the men all came in 
their “‘unions”” and the women in their ‘‘nemos.’”? Then 


will follow advertisements of soaps, soups, shoes, massage 


creams and a thousand other articles. 
As illustrating another abuse that results from the 
pound-rate privilege: Let me refer to some periodicals 


that are light in weight; certain small magazines, for ex- 


ample, weigh but a fraction of an ounce, and the govern- 


ment must distribute many of them in order to secure one 
cent. We have in our possession a little Farm Journal so 


light that it takes forty copies to make a pound. As it is 
published monthly, not until the Post Office has served a 
subscriber with this journal for three years and four 
months, will it get as much as a single cent for the entire 
service. 


And the government carries this kind of literature, ad- 
vertising and all, at one cent a pound—$20 per ton, and 
charges for books eight cents per pound — $160 per ton, 
and for the social-letter and business mail, 84 cents per 


pound, $1680 per ton!! 


Bryan’s philosphy was sounder than it sometimes has 
been, when he said: 


The Supreme Court has described unjust taxation as larceny 
in the form of law. If one citizen is compelled by law to pay ten 
dollars for the support of the government where he ought to 
only pay five, and under the same law a neighbor is required 
to pay but five where he should pay ten, the law which causes 
this inequality simply transfers five dollars from one man’s 
pocket to another’s. 


Then a law which is each year taking over seventy-five 
million dollars of net profit, above cost of service, from the 
ninety-three million people who benefit from letters, in 
order to give the thirty thousand periodical publishers 
service for ten million dollars which costs many times that 








Our Subvention to Literature 427 


sum, is certainly not merely petty larceny or grand larceny, 


but larceny that is absolutely grandiose. 

To illustrate: One publishing company, it is reported 
made last year a net profit of over two million dollars® 
Their postage was about $650,000, and it cost the govern- 
ment over $4,500,000 to handle the output. Moreover, 


more than $11,000,000 of advertising was borne on the 
pages of those publications, and for it the company also 
received virtually free distribution. 


Had a special privilege as great as this of the second- 
class mail rate been enjoyed at national expense by any 
class of citizens other than its publishers, the publishers 
would not have permitted it to exist a year. Yet the loss 
has long been well known to post-office officials and mem- 
bers of Congress, though for a time it was kept from the 
knowledge of the public, because practically the sole 
means the public has had of obtaining the knowledge, 
has been through the columns of journals that enjoy the 
privilege. The North American Review for February, 1908, 
had a most scathing article by Professor Munroe Smith, 
entitled The Dogma of Journalistic Inerrancy that illus- 
trated this situation forcibly. 

No lobby sent to Washington in furtherance of corrupt 
legislation has ever been more persistent or dealt less 
fairly with both legislators and public than the lobby 
that has worked for retention of the second-class mail 
rate. Some able editors have been accused of hunting 
very jealously for other people’s pulls while maintaining 
a pretty heavy one of their own. 

And the ceaselessly increasing monthlies of mammoth 
circulation that so nobly, though with somewhat of itera- 
tion, harp upon the graft of our plutocrats, our patent 
medicine manufacturers, our frenzied financiers, our food 
trusts, our fraudulent insurance officials — is it possible 
that none of their diatribes, worthy though they may be, 
are never to be directed against themselves? Let us hope 
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that some of these public-spirited citizens so patriotically 
intent upon ridding a much-suffering land of its various 
forms of organized rapacity, may be led to see a great 
light in connection with the one industry of this country 
that is by law largely relieved from subjection to those 
competitive forces to which producers and distributors 
of all other articles are keenly alive. 


We may in time realize the truth of Emerson’s remark 
that “though no checks to a new evil appear, the checks 
exist and will appear.” For it is fast becoming notorious 
that that advertising which is as the breath of life to all 
those low-priced periodicals, has passed beyond the line 
of marginal utility, and will not compensate the farther 
sale of the magazines at less than cost of production. 

A generation ago an English-born resident of Australia 
was homesick. He thought how charming it would be to 
see gamboling about his place an English rabbit. He 
imported a pair. The soil and climate proved congenial. 
They multiplied with enormous rapidity, and recently the 
Australian government had a standing offer of £25,000 for 
anybody who would devise some practical method of exter- 
minating the rabbit pest. Another settler, this time 
a New Zealander of Caledonian birth, recalling to mind 
the rugged beauty of the Scotch thistle, imported that, 
and planted it at his doorway. The resultant develop- 
ment was similar. There are hundreds and hundreds of 
square miles of Scotch thistles in New Zealand. A 
few years ago, a scientist imported for experimental pur- 
poses, the gypsy moth, and caged it in,his back yard in 
one of the suburbs of Boston. A storm of wind and rain 
wrecked the cage, and some of the moths escaped, with the 
result that the state of Massachusetts has spent over three 
million dollars in an effort to exterminate this pest that 
is devastating its forests and bids fair to extend over the 
entire United States with a resultant loss of countless 
millions of dollars. 
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In legislation as in biology, it sometimes seems easier, 
even with good motives, to spread noxious things than 
useful ones. Our postal legislation has bred a swarm of 
periodicals of which the vast majority are but a swarm of 
pests. 

In attacking them “‘at the source” — the cheap postage 
by which we ourselves superficially seem to benefit, we 
are entitled to no credit. On the contrary, while we 
think our action is in favor of the good literature which 
we try to serve, we still must own up to selfish motives. 
The rank growth of worthless periodical literature tends 
to smother the kind which we and a few of our colleagues 
are trying to make. We think some of those colleagues 
are standing in their own light when they advocate the 
policy which breeds their worthless competitors. Period- 
icals are like currency: the bad always drives out the good. 


The publishers of this REviEw hope that, without having 
their motives misconstrued, they can add, from their own 
experience, a very suggestive illustration of the main 
contention of the foregoing article. Most of the readers 
of the Review are familiar with the Home University 
Library, and some of them have praised it highly. In 
England it has had a phenomenal success, in America 
but a very moderate one. The American publishers are 
constantly being told that in England it is on every rail- 
way news stand, and asked why it is not here. The 
answer is that here the flood of cheap periodicals leaves no 
room for anything more substantial. The Home Uni- 
versity Library appeals to a popular constituency, and 
there is a tremendous popular demand for it in England, 
while in America there is none: its circulation here is 
virtually restricted to the highly educated. The rank 
and file of American readers have their tastes formed and 
supplied by the Sunday newspapers and the cheap period- 
icals. The idea of gathering a library of cheap books on 
substantial subjects is virtually unknown among them. 
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The worst feature of the whole case is that the enormous 
demand for inferior stuff limits the field for writers who 
can produce valuable matter, and consequently checks the 
development of such writers. It would be as difficult to 
produce a Home University Library in America as it 
is to sell it. We have men of the requisite knowledge, 
but our conditions do not attract them to cultivate the 
literary art. Few of our scientific men and scholars are 
writers, many more of those in England are. And as for 
imaginative literature! 

The cheap carriage of our periodicals was avowedly en- 
acted as a government subvention to literature. Why was 
it not extended to books? Ina year’s shipments they do 
not bulk nearly as large as periodicals. Are we forced to 
the conclusion that at the present stage of evolution, a 
helpful subvention to literature is beyond the power of a 
pure democracy? If so, that is one reason for working all 
the harder to raise the character of that democracy. 
Would the withdrawal of the subvention be a good be- 
ginning? 








EN CASSEROLE 


Special to Our Readers 


ANY of our readers whom we have met have asked: 

“Why don’t you give us the names of your con- 

tributors?” and we suppose that many whom we have 
not had the pleasure of meeting have the same curiosity. 

Well, in the first place, we wish our articles to be taken 
on their merits, and each, so far as practicable, to carry 
whatever authority the Review as a whole may be able 
to attain. 

Next, among the popular fashions that we do not wish 
to follow is that of exploiting names. 

And finally, to be very candid, we need to profit by 
whatever discussion may be aroused by speculation re- 
garding the authorship of the contributions. 

Three months of anonymity, however, will be enough to 
secure the first consideration, to lessen the objections in- 
herent in the second, and to give us most of whatever bene- 
fit may be realized from the third; and therefore in such 
lists of contents of previous numbers as are included in 
our advertising pages, we shall indicate the authors. 

Moreover our advertising pages will often include lists 
of our most frequent contributors, and this may add zest 
to such guessing at the authorship of contributions as 
our readers may care to do. 

Virtually all our contributors approve the anonymity, 
perhaps partly because the names of most of them are so 
well known as to make farther publicity a matter of 
indifference. 


Another question often put to us by friends is: “How 
are you getting along?” 
Well (again), as our title indicates, we entered upon 
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the enterprise with our eyes wide open to the fact that 
it could never be popular. Our only hope was that there 
might be enough people with standards above the popular, 
to support the undertaking. We still feel justified in 
entertaining that hope. Of course some ludicrous failures 
to understand what we are about have been forced upon 
our attention, but not as many as we expected; and we 
looked for more letters like the first one following, which, 
we are surprised and glad to say, is the only one of the 
kind we have received. All other dissent has been ex- 
pressed with intelligence and courtesy; and this is the 
only occasion when our motives have been impugned. 
We think we can trust our readers to understand why we 
give the letter, and also the answer which the writer of 
the letter did not expect us to send. The former seems 
to us one of the most interesting and instructive contribu- 
tions it has been our privilege to present, though not 
exactly for the reasons which make our other contribu- 
tions worth while. We are glad to repeat, however, that 
the indications, so far, are that there is less of this sort of 
thing about than we had supposed. 

Here is the letter, in its essentials: 

... This number contains some of the most insidious and 
dangerous fallacies that it has been my fortune to peruse in 
many years, and that are only intended to craftily instil into 
the minds of the “rather large class” of people the erroneous 
doctrines thus covertly inculcated by insinuations and to pro- 
mote the consequent satisfaction with their comparatively hard 
lot and the necessity of contentment with their own condition 
as well as with that of those who are subjects of a more forlorn 
state. 

Now I am going to make a proposition to you that will prove 
conclusively that your object in publishing that Review is 
solely for the purpose last above enumerated, as I do not hope 
that you will accept my proposition; and that the Review is 
supported by the capital of the men who are a part of the finan- 
cial oligarchy that is bent on ruining the poorer classes of this 
country: I will write you an article in opposition to the Jrre- 
pressible Conflict and the Juggernaut of the Majority, which 





En Casserole 433 


will be written in as good a diction as either of those articles 
and not more controversial in tone and style than Jrrepres- 
sible Conflict, and shall expect as much pay for it as either of 
those two articles secured to their respective authors, or as much 
as it is worth if those articles were produced by respective 
members of the said oligarchy; and shall insist, if you refuse 
to publish it, that it is the substance and doctrine of it that 
make it unavailable and mot the diction and style. I have a 
right to ask this as the public press which claims to be the 
leaders of public opinion, are teeming with just such articles 
as these that I have criticised and are published for the express 
purpose of leading me and the remainder of the public astray 
on vital questions affecting the material interests of us all, — in 
other words, there is a comprehensive and well formed con- 
spiracy among publishers of almost all newspapers and maga- 
zines to do as I have said and to refuse to permit the other side 
to be heard. I do not expect to ever get an answer to this 
letter but I shall make just such use of the reticence and your 
silence as my poor judgment teach me is legitimate and proper. 


Our answer was: 


... THE Unpoputar Review is entirely the property of its 
publishers. 

It is not a forum for discussion, but a pulpit for the preaching 
of what we believe to be sound doctrine. As you don’t believe 
our doctrine is sound, probably we would not believe yours is 
sound: so your challenge to us to put it in our pulpit is of course 
outside the case. You should send it to somebody of your own 
way of thinking, or set up a pulpit of your own — into which we 
certainly should not wish to challenge you to insert anything 
of ours. 


A change of subject may be welcome. 

If any of our readers have been expecting an article on 
Psychical Research in this number, their disappointment 
at not finding one may be somewhat assuaged by the 
realization that the article in the first number was of four 
times the average length. The apparent neglect here 
however, is not real, but it has been impracticable to get 
what we wanted. We hope to be more fortunate in the 
future. 
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A Specimen of “Uplift” Legislation 

SincE the bull against the comet, there has probably 
been no assertion of authority as absurd as one recently 
furnished by our National Government. Yet there was 
no attention called to it in the debate preceding the pas- 
sage of the act containing it, and we do not remember 
seeing any notice of it in the press, although it was im- 
mense enough and pitiful enough to justify Iliads. 

For years, government — and no government more 
energetically than President Wilson’s —had been ham- 
mering away at the trusts, especially those producing 
petroleum, steel and tobacco. Yet petroleum, steel and 
tobacco are not necessaries of life, nor have their prices 
been rising as much as the prices of necessaries of life. 
These have been rising more than anything else. What 
has been done about them by the government that has 
been destroying the trusts in other things? It has simply 
gone out of its way to specially legalize a trust in these 
things. In a bill providing money to fight trusts in com- 
paratively non-essential things, Congress specially ex- 
empted from prosecution any trust that may be formed 
by the farmers to raise the price of food. Other trusts 
claim to lower the prices of their products, and sometimes 
have done it; but our government has not merely author- 
ized the farmers to form trusts, to raise the price of 
foods, but has specially authorized them, in the letter of 
the law, to use methods denied to everybody else but wage- 
earners; and this at a time when the one problem above 
all others was how to lower the price of foods, and when the 
high price was the one burden above all others on the poor. 

This piece of imbecility was virtually a “rider” on the 
trade-union-exemption rider, and was of course “‘playing 
politics” to catch support for the principal rider. 
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A Model of Divinatory Criticism 


In our efforts to uphold the dignity of letters, of course 
we intend that each of our contributions shall be as nearly 
as possible a perfect example from its special field, and 
ordinarily it would ill become us to suggest the possibility 
of degress of perfection. But our readers will, we trust, 
find justification for our calling special attention to the 
following model of divinatory criticism. 

The fact that it has already passed the ordeal of the 
Authors’ Club, though a trifling derogation from its novelty, 
is much weightier as a reason for presenting it for the 
careful consideration of our readers. [Ed.] 


The subject is the proper interpretation of a familiar 
lyric poem, which runs, in the textus receptus, as follows: 


Dr. Foster went to Gloucester 

In a shower of rain; 

He stepped in a puddle up to his middle 
And never went there again. 


The question is, What does this poem mean? What 
does it mean, that is, in its intimate and ultimate essence? 
According to the conventional interpretation these lines 
are didactic. Their higher import — what we may call 
their spiritual center of gravity — is believed to reside in 
a pragmatic moral conveyed, or at least adumbrated, in 
the last line: “‘He never went there again.” The idea 
is supposed to be — remember that I am now speaking of 
the conventional interpretation — that he never went 
there again because he had learned wisdom by experience 
— the annoying experience of the puddle. According to 
this view the dominant note of the poem is not lyrical 
feeling, but what literary critics are wont to call — usually 
with a shade of contempt —ethicism. It is supposed to 
be a sort of psalm of life — pitched to be sure in a minor 
key, but essentially didactic. 
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I wish to show you that this conventional interpretation 
is altogether wrong. I shall try to prove that we have to 
do here, not with a shallow didactic rime, not with a piece 
of brain-spun ethicism, such as a common poetaster might 
produce, but with a lyrical ballad of deeply felt tragic 
import. 

I call your attention, in the first place, to the singular 


ambiguity in that famous last line. ‘‘He never went 
there again.”” ‘‘Never went where?” one instinctively 


asks. Are we to understand merely that Foster henceforth 
avoided the particular puddle into which he had stepped, 


or that he in after time discontinued his visits to Glou- 
cester altogether? This is evidently a question of vital 
importance, and the poem at first does not seem to answer 


it at all. In the absence of biographical data extraneous 


to the text, we can only attack the problem by analytic 
methods. Let us consider the only two possible hy- 
potheses. 

1. That Foster never went to Gloucester again. This 


supposition is utterly untenable, because it is clearly in- 
consistent with Foster’s character, which can be read 
from the poem itself with entire certainty. In the first 
place, he was clearly a doctor of medicine. Had he been 
a doctor of laws, or letters, or philosophy, there would 
have been no special urgency in his call to Gloucester, and 
he would surely have waited until the weather should 
clear up. Secondly he was a youngish doctor. Had he 
been an elderly practitioner he would not have gone him- 
self, but would have sent his assistant. Or perhaps he 
would have telephoned that he would come immediately, 
and would then have quietly waited for the rain to cease. 
But our Dr. Foster “went” — went in a shower of rain. 
From this we see, in the third place, that he was a man of 
energy, capable of self-abnegation, dominated by a strong 
sense of professional duty. Now can we suppose that 
such a man would have renounced forever his practice in 
Gloucester merely because he had stepped casually into a 
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puddle in a well meant effort to reach the place? The 
supposition is an insult to his intelligence and to ours. 
No doubt the incident of the puddle was humiliating, but 
we do not read that there were spectators. In the absence 
of specific evidence to the contrary we must assume that 
Foster was alone. That being so, a man of his character 


would surely have extricated himself from his unpleasant 
dilemma, given vent to his emotions in language suited 
to the occasion, and gone on his way. It is simply im- 


possible to believe that he can have taken from the puddle 


such a deep and lasting chagrin that he would have been 


willing to renounce forevermore his growing practice in 
Gloucester. 
2. We turn now to the other hypothesis, according to 


which Mater Anser means merely that Foster never again 
stepped in that particular puddle. This supposition makes 


the whole poem trivial to the point of banality. Why 
in the world should any man in his senses deliberately 


step into a deep puddle a second time? Remember too 
that it was raining at the time. The puddle did not exist 


ordinarily, but was a transitory affair due to the freshet. 
Had Foster chosen to come back the next day, there 


would have been no puddle there, hence nothing to be 
afraid of. To assume that a man of Foster’s intelligence 
would have retained through life a morbid dread of a mere 
depression in the ground where he had once encountered 
a puddle is contrary to all reason. Evidently we must 
seek some other interpretation for that mysterious last 
line, “He never went there again.” 

And now observe, please, a singular technical defect in 
a poem which is otherwise technically perfect. I refer 
to the dubious rime puddle-middle. There has never been 
a time in the history of the English language, so far as I 
know, when that was a tolerable rime. If puddle were of 
French origin and had retained its French i-sound, “He 
stepped in a piiddle up to his middle” might perhaps pass 
muster. But puddle is not of French origin. It was this 
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bad rime, coupled with the anatomical vagueness of the 
phrase “up to his middle,” which led me to conjecture 
that the textus receptus must be corrupt. It is pretty evi- 
dent that Mater Anser originally wrote not “middle,” 
but some word which was taken for “middle” by a pesti- 
lent scribe. And what word can that possibly have been 
but “‘noddle”? Perhaps a captious critic may object 
that, as a matter of rime, puddle-noddle is not much better 
than puddle-middle. But remember that in early English 
o and u were often confused. It is altogether likely that 
the word which we pronounce puddle was familiar to 
Mater Anser’s dialect as poddle. What she wrote was: 
He stepped in a poddle up to his noddle. 

In the light flashed on the poem by this recension of the 
text, we penetrate at once the mystery of that last line, 
“He never went there again,” because he never went 
anywhere again. He perished. His promising career came 
then and there to an untimely end. We now understand 
why it is that the career of Dr. Foster subsequent to his 
memorable expedition to Gloucester has failed to interest 
the Muse. There was no subsequent career. 

I trust I have made it clear that Dr. Foster is the hero 
of a tragical ballad. He is evidently a being of the same 
order as Achilles and Siegfried — those dazzling heroes 
of the Dawn who are destined to run a brilliant career 
in the pride of their youthful strength, and then to meet 
with an untimely end. It is true that Achilles and Sieg- 
fried are invulnerable, except in one place, and that we 
hear nothing of Foster’s invulnerability. But if you look 
closely you will find something in his case that is quite 
analogous. The underlying idea of the invulnerability is 
always simply this: That the hero is fated to die in one 
particular way, and in no other. Now it is clear that 
Foster was fated to die by water. Water was his enemy, 
his fate. A pious mother had no doubt brought him up to 
dread and avoid it. When he set out on that last journey 
he of course took an umbrella, but his precautions did 
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not end there. In view of the inclement weather he of 
course felt the need of something to fortify the inner man, 
but he durst not and did not drink water. He drank some- 
thing else. Just what it was we are not told, but it was 
evidently something that made him a little unsteady on 
his feet. And so, just as in the case of Oedipus, the very 
precautions that he took to avoid his predestined fate 
only served to precipitate it. 


I conclude by summing up briefly what my interpreta- 
tion does for the advancement of science. 

1. It converts what has been supposed to be a rather 
trivial didactic rime into a tragical ballad of heart-rending 
pathos. 

2. It removes the one serious technical defect of the 
poem. 

3. It accounts in a natural way for the oblivion which 
has settled like a pall over the career of Dr. Foster after 
his visit to Gloucester. 

4. It enables us to connect Foster with the great heroes 
of epic song. 


Some Deseroing “Climbers” 


LANGUAGE, like society, has to recruit its upper strata 
from the lower. Here are some recent candidates. 

I. The very eminent author of The Baby and the 
Bee in this number puts into the mouth of one of the 
characters the word “humans” as an equivalent for hu- 
man beings. The same use of it has been met elsewhere 
in quarters of less dignity. Many of our readers must 
have regretted the absence from the language of a single 
word equivalent to homo. Is not “human” as a noun 
worthy of being raised to that dignity? 

II. Another new labor-saving locution has already 
found its way into the Standard Dictionary, and seems 
worthy of general recognition. The dictionary treats it 
thus: 











yi 
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thon, 1 thon; 2 thon, pron. sing. pl. [thon’s, poss.; thon, obj.] 
that one; he, she, or it; a pronoun of the 3rd person, common 
gender; a contracted and solidified form of that one, proposed 
in 1858 by Charles Crozat Converse, of Erie, Pennsylvania, 
as a substitute in cases where the use of a restrictive pronoun 
involves either inaccuracy or obscurity, or its non-employ- 
ment necessitates awkward repetition. ‘The following ex- 
amples, first as ordinarily written, and afterward with the sub- 
stitution of the genderless pronoun, illustrate the grammat- 
ical deficiencies of the English language in this particular and 
the proposed method of removal: “If Harry or his wife comes, 
I will be on hand to meet Aim or her (or whichever appears).” 
“Each pupil must learn his or her own lesson.” With the sub- 
stitution of thon; “If Harry or his wife comes, I will be on hand 
to meet thon (i. e., that one who comes).” “Each pupil must 
learn thon’s lesson (i. e., his or her own).” Compare he’er, 
him’er, his’er. 

III. A third applicant for the cachet is “‘near,”’ not as a 
preposition, but as an adjective signifying imitation or in- 
effective approximation, as, near pearls, near lover, near 
artist, etc., etc. It would at least often save several syl- 
lables, and sometimes save a circumlocution. It seems 
to have begun rather low down. We don’t half like it, 
and we were surprised to find it as far up as in an article 
by an eminent professor in our present number. But there 
it was, and it seems well on the way to full habilitation. 





Simplified Spelling 


THE invitation in the January number for views on 
Simplified Spelling has brought some interesting letters 
from both sides. The best objections that we have seen 
anywhere are the following: 


(I) .From an eminent professor: 


. .. This point, briefly, is whether the spoken language is the 
only entity, so to say, to be considered in the case, and the writ- 
ten language merely an effort to represent it, or whether the 
written language is equally a reality for the purposes of civiliza- 
Gen. ... 
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I have just received a holiday greeting . . . reading 


Harty Crismas Greetings. 
The chain of frendship reaching far 
Links days that wer with days that ar. 


For him [the sender] all written characters are absolutely 
nothing but the effort to express spoken sounds, and he puts 
anything on paper which he thinks will represent the sound he 
wants most immediately for the reader’s intelligence. If he is 
right, if our written language is nothing but this, there should 
be no delay in altering it radically. 

But is my philological friend right? I think certainly not. 
Since printing came to take a really large place in civilization, 
the written word has been a Jogos — a direct means of represent- 
ing thought — quite as truly as the spoken. As an agency for 
communicating thought between absent persons, for preserving 
thought from one time to another, and even for communicating 
the knowledge of a foreign tongue to a contemporary learner, 
the written word actually exceeds the spoken in general im- 
portance. And to a very large extent it does this not by repre- 
senting the sounds of the spoken word, but by representing the 
idea through an independent convention. When I read the 
word “choir” I do not think first that it represents the syllable 
kwiir, and then that the syllable kwiir means a company of 
singers. Some foreigners who have learned English orally 
doubtless do go through this process; but those who have learned 
it primarily by reading, or for reading, do not... . 

The participle finished has a certain real existence as a lan- 
guage fact, undisturbed by the accident that it is now pro- 
nounced finisht. 

And this great entity, the written English language, the chief 
medium of scholarship, literature, history, law, and even busi- 
ness ...is what it is proposed to change. Perhaps it should 
be done; perhaps the times demand an heroic sacrifice of the 
organ of scholarly and literary communication and tradition, 
in the interest of increased efficiency on the part of the average 
man for whom the language of scholarship and literature is 
negligible. But we should not mistake the meaning of the 
effort. It is not the mere effort to do better what we are doing 
already — writing words so-and-so because they sound so-and- 
so; for we are already doing nothing of the kind. It is the effort 
to transfer English from the group where, with modern French 
and other tongues, it now belongs, — the group of languages 
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whose history has differentiated a written and a spoken form,— 
to the group represented by classic Latin and modern Italian, 
whose (doubtless happier) history has kept the written form a 
fairly accurate replica of the spoken. . . . 

The impression often prevails that those who hesitate to 
commit themselves to the enticements of the Spelling Board 
do so merely because the new spellings “look so queer.” Of 
course this very statement is a clumsy and unpenetrating way 
of expressing the fact that the whole language psychology of a 
reading generation is disturbed by the efforts in question. 


(II) From a lady: 


This unspeakable spelling is history-destroying, tradition- 
annihilating, and puts the veriest hind on a semblance of equal- 
ity with a person of elegance: 

As Nietsche says: “ Let us be free from moralic acid’’!! 


Possibly to some tastes, a neck without a goitre would 
be more “elegant” than a neck with one —or tho than 
though. 


(III) From a well-known author: 


The tendency of our English speech is constantly to “reform” 
its Orthography! Witness the betterment between the spelling 
of Chaucer and that of Shakespeare, and between that of Shake- 
speare and that of the days of Queen Anne! Well then, granting 
it to be the irresistible tendency of our Orthography to better 
itself, why not permit it to go on in peace bettering itself? Why 
assist Fate? Are our awful Spelling Reformers, like the im- 
patient young gentleman in Mr. Stockton’s story, appointed to 
the task of Assisting Fate? 


(IV) From a talented author and critic — a lady: 


You must allow me, as an old friend of yours and a new 
friend of the Revirw’s, to protest against the introduction of 
“reformed spelling” into a literary journal of a high class, which 
is what we all consider the new venture. To many of us who 
respect the English language as an inheritance, and are content 
to leave its simplification to the slow erosion of time, pages like 
those at the end of the Review give positive pain. 


It would indeed be a hardened reformer who would not 
feel the force.of the foregoing objections. 
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To “Why assist Fate?” and “‘the slow erosion of time” 
the answer is that the doctrine of laissez faire has had its 
day, and can hardly be regarded as open for discussion. 


On the other side, we have received many letters favor- 
ing the reform from the highest philological authorities: 


(I) From a Johns Hopkins Professor: 


Serious study of the problem becomes the duty of every 
thoughtful person. 


(II) From a Harvard Professor: 


A discussion of orthographic possibilities can hardly fail 
to be enlightening. I do not much like the scheme you tenta- 
tively advocate, but anything that reveals existing absurdities 
and opens up new vistas is useful at this stage. 


(III) On the other hand, the Superintendent of Educa- 
tion in one of the Canadian provinces, whose sympathies 
are naturally British, writes: 


“Your simplified spelling appeals to me in preference to that 
of the S. S. S. of London.” 


The main differences are illustrated in (the S. S. B. 
coming first) tiem and titm for time, doer and door for door, 
tiping and tipping for tipping. 


(IV) A Nova Scotian, president of an important educa- 
tional institution, writes: 


Your article on simplified spelling is a very courageous one — 
for an American! Probably it has alredy brought upon you the 
whips and scorns of the conventional journalist. In the Old 
Country, scholars are accustomd to stand up against profes- 
sional journalists. Do you think you can do so with your new 
scheme? I hope so, for it seems to me simple in principle, and, 
on the whole, a good working basis. One is tempted, of course, 
to ask why such inconsistencies as: 

Allwaiz — Becauz. 


Oonly — Molar. 
We accept the aw sound for a before Il, but probably 
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awl is better than all; and in becauz it should undoubtedly 
be aw. 
As to molar, we propose that a single vowel should 
always, as generally now, be long at the end of a syllable. 
The same correspondent continues: 


Again, if long vowels are to be indicated by the doubling of 
the letter, is there any need of doubling the consonant after a 
short vowel? 


(V) Another correspondent joins in the same charge: 


It hardly seems logical to double a vowel to indicate its 
lengthening and at the same time to double a consonant to 
indicate the closing of a preceding vowel. It strikes me as rather 


a clumsy artifice at best, and leads to some very cumbrous 
forms, of which “annuthther,” as you point out, is an extreme 


instance. 


But, as just said, it is not proposed that always “long 
vowels are to be indicated by doubling of the letter,” but 
only when the syllable is closed by a consonant. See also 
the second paragraph of the following letter answering a 


correspondent, which shows some aspects of the question 
that may be worth presenting to other readers as well: 

Thanks for your letter. ... I wish all that I get on the 
subject were equally sensible. At the same time, there are two 
or three things that call for rejoinder. 

When a consonant beginning a second syllable, is repeated 
at the end of the preceding syllable, to prevent the vowel being 
counted as long, the consonant is by no means “doubled” in 
the sense that a vowel is doubled to make it count as long, or 
as the terminal consonant is doubled in fall, call, etc. 

In English spelling probably there cannot be carried out any 
principle that won’t land us somewhere into awkwardnesses 
almost as great as “annuthther.” That particular one, I have 
no doubt, if ever adopted, would work into smaller dimensions, 
which of course would have some elements of inconsistency. 
There is no reason, however, why we should not use the methods 


which lead to absurdities in that word, in hosts of other words 
where they don’t. 
I shall never take any part in an attempt to add characters 
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to the English language. The only thing in that line it has done 
since it began taking shape, is to get rid of two very useful ones; 
and I don’t believe it will ever move in the opposite direction. 
My humble efforts will be concentrated on doing the best prac- 
ticable with those we have, though I wish Godspeed to every- 
body who works for consistency and reasonableness, even if he 
thinks he can introduce a new alphabet. 

It is never going to simplify our language to introduce dia- 
critical marks. My little experience with French satisfies me 
on that subject. 

I am glad you agree with me as to dropping the uw after q. 

I am not sure about using x without a vowel preceding it 
(e. g. xpense). Theoretically no consonant carries a vowel, but 
x is pronounced as if there were a short ¢ before it, though, 
like any other consonant, it will take the color of any vowel. 

I don’t believe that I am going to be any farther reformed in 
regard to vowels than oo in door, ee in feel, aa as suggested by 
the British Society in “faather,” wu in “suun”’ as also suggested 
by them; and ii in “tiim,” as suggested by me and probably 
by others whom I don’t know of. I only wish you would leave 
your diacritics and new letters, and fight with me for these 


vowels. There seems to be some hope in such a fight, as the 
English Society is for all but the 77, and consistent people will 


naturally work for their accepting 77; and as nobody that I am 


aware of, in the direction of either body, is with you for new 
letters and diacritics. 


To the same correspondent: 


Your letter of the 5th is very suggestive. 


I think one trouble between us is that you think it worth 
while to strive for ideal perfection in spelling. If we attained 
it, it would not stay put. 

You say: “It seems to me simple arithmetic admonishes us 
that we have to have new characters for the vowel sounds.” 
There are two reasons why we don’t. One is that (me judice) 
there is no use in seeking absolute perfection. Another is that 
we can do with existing letters as much of the work as we need 
to. 
It may be “important” to “develop an alphabet in which 


each character stands for a precise sound” but I haven’t the 
slightest idea that the English-speaking people will ever do it. 


Of course all existing languages have come because “ peo- 
ples . . . drift so far apart in pronunciation as sooner or later 
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to become almost unintelligible to each other,” but printing 
and facilities of communication are probably obstructing farther 


movements in that direction, and [ should not be surprised if 
the present tendency were toward unity. 

I am sorry you are one of the reformers who “believe that we 
should go the whole way, or let things stay as they are.” It 


is not often that any reform goes the whole way, and I suspect 


that we would be a good deal farther along if people of reforming 
disposition would be content to go only so far as practicable. 


On one side, then, we have habit and sensitive associa- 
tions, and on the other side the facts which cannot be 
denied by anyone who is thoughtful and educated (not 
always synonymous terms) that the anomalies of English 
spelling not only breed lawlessness in the juvenile mind, 
increase the difficulties of education, and waste much 
labor and expense in writing and printing, but also 
seriously obstruct commerce, diplomacy, and the peace of 
the world. 

No wonder these opposing conditions produce: the 
frame of mind expressed to us by a leading city Superin- 
tendent of Schools: “I abominate simplified spelling, 
but I am in favor of it.” 


Now between this Scylla and this Charybdis, what is the 
reasonable course? 


We must regard two considerations too often ignored 


by reformers, though they were insisted on by as great 
an authority as Spencer. The first is that feeling, more 
than reason, determines conduct; the other is that every- 
thing is so inextricably connected with other things, that 
raising one is like raising a strand of a net, which involves 
raising many other strands with it. With this reform are 
tangled up not only the feelings and habits illustratedinthe 
foregoing quotations, but all existing English literature, 
including many thousand tons of it in electrotype plates. 
All these obstruct a sudden reform. Must then the reform 
be as gradual as that from Chaucer’s spelling to ours? 
Prophecy is dangerous, but we are inclined to think not. 
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We favor simplified spellings, but we don’t want our at- 
tention diverted by them from anything that we value 
more, and we don’t want to interfere with anybody’s 
Shakspere or Tennyson, any more than we want anybody 
to interfere with ours. We are glad, howevey, when we see 
the sign of a “Fotografer,” or an announcement of a 


“thru” train. We have no doubt that a large and increas- 

ing number of people share both these sets of feelings, 

and they seem to indicate the way out of the dilemma. 
Now there’s no question of intrinsic beauty between 


the new forms and the old. Preference for the latter is 
simply a matter of habit, but habit is stronger than in- 
telligence; and here, with the student, intelligence balks 
at habit in a paradoxical way. In reading an impassioned 
passage, he encounters a “thru’’; his thoughts are not 
only diverted to the spelling, but to the years of associa- 
tion he may have with the problems concerning it. For 
ourselves, the more we study it, if we meet it in literature 
the more we “‘abominate”’ it, with the superintendent 
already quoted; but the more we see it in advertisements 
and other indifferent places, the more we are “in favor 


of it’’; and this we think is apt to be the experience of 
those who really bring their intellects to the problem. 
Nay, we even think that, in time, the younger portion of 


the thinking people whose habits favor the old forms, 
may perhaps come around to the new: for, after writing 
the most radical of the new forms, as in the last number 
of the REvIEw, we have been surprised at the way they 
linger in the memory and seem for a while more habitual 
than the old forms. This experience makes it seem prob- 
able that if, for our children’s sake, and for the sake of 
the great causes already indicated, we were to condemn 
ourselves for a few weeks, or possibly even a few days, to 
the better forms, they would become more natural than 
the worse. 
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